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This volume is a supplement tc¢ the main report

of this study, Volume I: Description of Study

Methodology and Findings. Although data reported

herein are of singular value, we do not believe that
they can be interpreted meaningfully without the
reader's full understanding of the survey method-
‘ology (its sgope and limitations), which is

reported in considerable detail in Volume I.
Therefore, we recommend that this volume be

used only in conjunction wiéh Volume I.
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1. INTRODUCTION
(from Volume I)

The purpose of this study was to evaluate the quality and utility ot NCEC
information analysis products, including ERIC clearinghouse prouucts, PREY
reports, and EMC bibliographies.* This project was supported by the Oftfice
of Program Planning and Evaluation in the U.S. Office of Education (UsOR),
and was conducted over a 12-month period from July 1971 through June 1972.

-
r .
3

As stipulated by USOE, the study was .te focus only on the products, and not
on the management process by wbich they were conceived and prepared. Wwithin
this limitation of scope, the planning and conduct of the study were guidud

by two major goals:

e To develop data from a cross-section of educators
regarding their level of familiarity with, and
judgments on the quality and uiility of, NCEC
information analysis products. Although based on
specific documents, the data would be analyzed in
relation to characteristics of both the user
population and the documents so the results could
assist USOE in developing policy-related guide-
lines for their future information analysis
activities.

e To assess the SDC survey methodolegy so that a
well founded plan for continuing evaluations of
MCEC products could be recommended.

An outline of specific issues addressed in the study follows a briel dis-

cussion of the products and their originating units.

*
These acronyms are used throughout the report:

NCEC: National Center for Educational Communicatipn
ERIC: Educationai Resources Information Center
PREP: Putting Research into Educational Practice
EMC: Educational Materials Center



A NCIEC INFORMATION ANIALYS1S PRODUCTS

The literature of research and practice is synthesizeg in three major types of
NCLC information analysis products:  ERIC clearinghouse products, EMC
Libliogra; ties, and PREP reports. A brief background on each of these product

groups is provided in the following sections.

. I'RIC CLEARINGHOUSE PRODUCTS

Lach of the 19 ERIC clearinghouses acquires, screcns, indexes, and abstracts
the published and unpublished literature in its respective content area. The

products of these efforts are published in Reseavch iun Educaticon and Current

*

Index to Journals in Education. In addition, the clearinghouses oroduce u

number of special information analysis products on subjects relevant to their
scope of coverage. These products represent not only a range of product types
(¢.g., biblicgraphies and reviews), but a number of formats (e.g., newsletters
and moncgraphs) and dissemination media (e.g., journal articles and chapters
in books). Adequate definition of "ERIC information analysis product,"”
therefore, was a challenging part of the initial project work. Thrbugh a
process of analysis and refinement, a decision was made to include three major
types of products: bibliographies (citntions only, citations with abstracts,
and citations with annotations), reviewe and state-of~-the-art papers, and.

practical guidance papers.

The various special information analysis products have been prepared by the
ERIC rlearinghouses for the past 6 years. The steady growth of this program

is illustrated in the yearly increments of publications cited in ERIC Products,

an annual bibliographic publication of the ERIC Clearinghouse on Library and

Information Sciences. These figures are:

1967-1968 149 citations
1968~1969 240 citations
1969-1970 366 citatioas
1970-197] 416 citations

Although some products are channeled through the professional journai literature,

most of the products under study were originally available as monographs, for

P
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which initial press runs were made for clearinghouse distribution, fellowed by

distribution through the ERIC Document Reproduction Service (LDRS).

Fach year, the clearinghouses submit budget plans to NCEC Lhat outline the
number and types of information analysis products proposed for liue ensulng yuar.
Approximately 40 to 45 percent of the total budget tor cach clearinghouse is

for the information analysis program. The total NCEC budget for this program

i3 approximately one million dollars.

<. PREP REPUORTS

The Targeted Communications program of the NCEC's Division of Lducational
Extension Systems (formerly the Division of Practice Improvement) is the
foundation for interpretive summaries called PREP reports. Projects are funded
through contracts and grants to interpret research and development findings
that have a potential for improving educational practice, particularly in USOE
priority areas. The program specifies that the projects should be described

in non-technical language and in such a way that they will meet the needs of

specific, non-research audiences.

The actual PREP reports are created within NCEC“as a byproduct of the Targeted
Communications program. (The PREP report budget is a small fraction ot the total
budget for the Targeted Communication proéram.) Although these reports use
much of the material--verbatim--from the final project reports, some formal
or organizational changes are sometimes made. TFor example, & given project
report may be repackaged into more than one PREP report.

_ ' .
To date, 30 PKREP reports have been prepared. Approximately 300 copies of each
are sent by USOE to state education agencies, who in turn have primary
responsibility for distribution to appropriate target audiences. These reports
are also made available through the U.S. Government Printing Office and the

ERIC Document Reproduction Service.

Workshops and conferences for disseminating information are often a part of
Targeted Communication projects. Originally, several workshops were to have

been evaluated in this study. However, investigation revealed that evaluations
3
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had already been conducted on most of these workshops, by the sponscrs,

immediately following the workshops. Morcover, siucve considerable tine Lo

elapsed since the workshops had occurred, there was serious doubt that tho
. participants would remember the workshop content or be able to identity its

impact.

3. EMC BIBLIOGRAPHIES

Bibliographic reporting services provided bv the Fducational Materials Center
(now a part cof the expanded Educational Retference Center) draw upon d
collection of appi. ximately 16,000 textbooks, children's books, and proressiondd
education materials provided by publishers on a "permanent loan” basis. Most
of thiis collection is housed at the Federal City College in Washingten, D.C.

f
Over a perieod of 11 vears, from the tine it was the Educational Materiuls
Laboratory, the Center has‘ﬁrepared 54 bibliographies. Although changes in
formats havé occurred over the years, the purpuse has alwavs been the same:
to provide educators with bibliographic informaticn on the particular materials

in the Center's collection.

EMC bibliographies are distributed free by USOE und sold through the U.>.

Government Printing Office.

I~




B. 155UES 10 BL ADDRESSED IN TiE STUDY

In its Reguest tor Proposals, UsOE identified g number

of issues that needed (0

be addressed in the study. For each product in the sample, the study was to

attempt to answer questions such as the following:

e Is the intended audience aware of the product’s existence? How

many have read it7?

.

e llow was it received by its intended audience?

e What is the quality of the product as perceived bty intended users
and others qualified to judge? What were 1ts strengths and

deficiencies?

e Did it accurately summarize and defensibly interpret the

relevant literature?

e Do the bibliographies direct the user to the appropriate

literature?

e How useful was the product to intended users? What use did they
make of it (e.g., was it considered general information; was
it used in solving a specific educational problem)?

e Did it satisfy user needs? What needs?

e Did the product reflect old, current, or
to problems? Are the problems timely?

original approaches

e What impacts can users report om practice as a result (even
a partial one) of reading the publication?

e How do gualified experts rate the report
information distillation of the educatio

as a contribution to
nal literature?

e What were the "side-effects" of the document (e.g., use by

persons other than the intended audiente
intended, etc.)?

, utility other than

Each of these, and other related questions, were carefully considered in the

design of the survey plan, particularly in the selectio
and the development of survey instruments. Features of

summar.zed in the next section.

n of survey participants

tue SDC approach are



C. STUDY A! KACH

The overall plan for the study was to obtain an appropriately large number of
quality-ucility judgments on NCEC products from a sample representative of the
educational community. Features of the study plan are highlighted below:

e The Product Sample. A fairly large sample (146) of NCEC product:

was carefully selected to represent the major kinds of products
and the major content areas.

e The Two Surveys. Two surveys were conducted:

- A General Field Survey, representing a broad cross-
‘ection of educators, and

- A Specialists' Survey involving individuals identified by
their colleagues as being particularly well qualified to
evaluate documents in the product sample.

Participants for the General Field Survev were drawn in two
ways:

- A rigorous sample--the random sample--was drawn from
personnel listings of state education agencies, local
school districts, junior colleges, colleges/universities,
and USOE-supported research facilities.

~ A second sample~-the non-random sample--was drawn from
several available listings, including ERIC Clearinghouse
mailing lists, state and local educational information

center user lists, and ERIC Document Reproduction Service
on—-demand sales records.

e The Survey Instruments. Four questionnaires were developed for
- the study:

- A Screening Questionnaire (Q1) was mailed to participants
in the General Field Survey to identify educators familiar
with NCEC products. . It included a special color insert
of miniature photos of sample products.

Loy O
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- A User Evaluation Questionnaire (Q2) was mailed to a
selected group of respondents to the Screening Questionnaire
who had read or skimmed products from at least one NCEC
unit. Participants were asked to evaluate 10 documents,
each of which was individually assigned on the basis of
Screening Questionnaire data. A document representation
(i.e., title page, table of contents, and abstract or
extract) was attached to each questionnaire.

- A Non~user Evaluation Questionnaire (Q3) was mailed to a
selected group of respondents to the Screening Questionnaire
who reported having not read or skimmed NCEC products.

An abbreviated form of the User Evaluation Questionnaire

was developed to explore non-users' potential interest in the
documents. Procedures and packages comparable tn those

of the User Evaluation Questionnaire were uded.

- A Specialists' Questionnaire (Q4) was mailed to selected
specialists. Some questinns were comparable to those of
the User Evaluation Questionnaire, but explored the
quality dimension in more depth. Documents were
individually assigned and each specialist evaluated an
average of two or three documents. Complete copies of
documents were provijed.

@ Data Analysis. Data from the four questionnaires were analyzed
to relate to each of the study issues and questions.

Several kinds of survey findings are reported:

- Evaluation data from Readers, Non-Readers. and Specialists
are displayed in individual document evaluation prefiles.

- Evaluation data from Readers are aggregated on documents
for each product type, subject area, and user group,
as well as by level of product exposure and level of
effort involved in the production of the product.

- Non-reader and Non-user data are reported in the
aggregate for dccuments in each product group.

- Specialists data are reported for individual documents
and, in the aggregate, for each of the three product

types.

These and other special analyses are reported in one of two volumes of this

report, as discussed in the next section on the organization of this report.

-,\
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D. ORGANIZATION OF THE REPORT

This study is reportad in two volumes. Volume I describes the study otjectives,
reviews the survey methodology, and reports general findings and conclusions.

As a supplement, Volume II contains the basic evaluation data, from Specialists,
Readers, and Non~readers, on each of the 146 documents in the product sample.
The next chapter in Volume I is an executive summary that is written to

provide an overview of the entire study in capsule form. Chapter III presents
a detailed accoﬁggﬂof the survey methodology, from the development of the
product sample through the conduct of the General Field and Specialists'
Surveys. In Chapter IV, the respondent populations of these surveys are

described by their various user characteristics.

Chapter V begins the reporting on survey findings with a presentation and
disrussion of data regarding the respondent populations' levels--both

general and product-specific--of familiarity with NCEC information analysis
products. A comparison of the two samples of the General Field Survey is made

in Chapter VI, paving the way for tiie report in Chapter VII on the several
aggregated data anaiyses. These analyses, and the conclusionc and recommendations
in Chapter VIII, ar. organized by study objectives and issues introduced

in this Chapter.

Supplementary materials and tables are contained in several Appendices at the

end of Volume I. The organization of Volume II 1s described next.



II. INTRODUCTION TO THE "INDIVIDUAL DOCUMENT
EVALUATION PROFILE"

Individual document evaluation profiles are reported in a three-page display
for each of the 146 documents in the sample of NCEC information analysis pro-

ducts. These pages are:
1. Title Page and Descriptive Data Report

*

2. Reader and Non-Keader Evaluation Data
A. for Practical Guidance Papers and Reviews
B. for Bibliographies

3. Specialists' Evaluation Data
A.sample set of these standardized reporting formats is provided in Exhibits
1 through 3, with accompanying explanatory notes keyed to each element in the
exhibits.

Reader data are provided only on 38 products. For 50 documents, the sample
size was 15 or more; in eight selected cases (i.e., selected to provide greater
coverage of individual clearinghouses), the sample size was between 10 and 15.



EXHIBIT 1. SAMPLE EVALUATION PROFILE COVER PAGE

(Aj Document No. @ @

4 ) <:§:) NCEC Unit: <:::)
Level of Effort Index:

product Type:
<5 Subject Cluster: @ visibility Index:

P omym.

Bl) GENERAL FIELD SURVEY (N-Q)
FAMILIARITY

( 2 i v previously Read/Skimmed % Only Heard About/Seen
RECENCY OF READING

(N=

% Not Seen/Read

¢ within past 6 months

% More than 6 months ago

( 3 ) % Within past month

%¥ Within past 3 months
COMMENTS

O,

JUEDIEREE S
PN

Y

P asen.

< IY SPECIALISTS' SURVEY (N-@
. RECENCY OF READING
(N=
Within past 6 months

( 2 > wWithin past month
_____ Within-past 3 months __ More than 6 months ago
Cannot recall

.

COMMENTS

o

T




Explanatory Note for Exbhibit 1l:

SaMPLE EVALUATION PROFILE COVER PAGE

A. DOCUMENT DESCRIPTION

Document No. SDC-assigned number.

Citation. Includes title, author, series (if any), date, and ED or GPO
numhber.

NCEC Unit. Name of ERIC Clearinghouse.
NCEC Product. PREP Report or EMC Bibliography.

Product Type. Review, Practical Gaidance Paper, or Bibliography.

Subject Cluster. One of four general areas: Instructional Content, Edu~
cational Administration and Services; Special and Other Educational Groups,
or Higher Educationm.

Level of Effort Index. High, Medium, or Low. (An asterisk indicates that
no data were available and the median number of hours was assigned.)

Level of Visibility Index. High, Medium or Low. (An asterisk indicates
that no data were available and the median number of copies was assigned.)

B. GENERAL FIELD SURVEY (User Evaluation Quectionnaire)

N. Number of respondents who reviewed the document.

Familiarity. Percentages of respondent population for each level of fam-
iliarity. ("Previously read/skimmed" group are hereafter called Readers,
others Non-Readers.) : y '

Recency of Reading. Percentages, within the Reader population, for each
given time period.

Comments. Drawn from both Readers and Non-Readers. Reader comments usually
made relative to the "usefulress" and "impact" questions; others are general
observations. Non-Reade: comments are generally "other" explanations why they
did not read/skim a product they had heard about or seen. A Respondent’'s role/
function, an abbreviation of one of the 15 general user groups, 1is underlined
and precedes his comment.

C. SPECIALISTS' SURVEY

AR
\/

K

N. Number of Specialists, either 2 or 3.

Recency of Reading. A background item. . (Specialists were not expected to
have read documents prior to receiving complete copies of documents to re-
view.)

Comments. Drawn and synthesized from open-ended responses to quality-
related items, plus any general comments. Each bullet represents a differ-
ent Specialist.

11
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EXHIBIT Z2A:

SAMPLE EVALUATION PROFILE PAGE FOR READER AND NON-READER DATA--FCR

REVIEWS AND PRACTICAL GUIDANCE PAPERS

(Document (No.) continued)

A READER EVALUATIONS (N~
L/
QUALITY
Reference
Mean Mean
G) Coverage () (
Up-to-dateness ‘ % i ()
(3:> Organization - () (
| Writing (:::) )
5) Format - )
Discussion (:E:) S ()
Reference
Percentage Percentage
<3ength:
About right % (%
Too long % (%)
Too short yA %

B\eleva e ( )]
Need (ff:) ( )

10 Yomparative usefulness ( )

UTILITY

Reference

Mean Mean

Purpose of use:

O N

Obtain overview

Look up facts ( )
Identify individuals ( )
Identify relevant ( )

literature B I
Update knowledge ( )
Obtain new ( )

knowledge —_— e

Used to make decision

Applied {n my work

Used to give advice

Examined other documents

Consulted with author(s) or others

Passed document on to colleague(s)

Percentage Reference Percentage

(%)

A

Yo

e T e W o Y ae U oa N
g

NN

“o”

B JNON-READER EVALUATIONS (n=
oA
Utilicy (:::) Reasons for not reading:
(N=
High Medium Low
Cz}e} evance _® _x _* % Could not readily obtain a copy
<:2 otential % “ % 2 Not sufficiently interested
usefulness % Lack of time
% Other o




Explanatory Note for Exhibit 2A:

SAMPLE EVALUATION PROFILE PAGE FOR READER AND NON-READER
DATA-—FOP. REVIEWS AND PRACTICAL GUIDANCE PAPERS

A. READER EVALUATIO“S

» Means or percentages provided in the first columns are evaluation ratings by
Readers for that particular document. The second column displays the Reference
Mean or Percentage for each item, and represents the evaluation ratings for all
documents within that product-type group (i.e., for Reviews ot Practical Guid-
ance Papers). Questionnaire items (and response choices where they are not
given on the form) are provided below.

1. For youf needs, how well did the document cover the topic(s)?
() Poorly () Moderately well () Very yell

2. Do you feel that the material was up-to-date in its coverage of current
research or practice, as of its publication date?

(Y No ( )} Could not judge () Yes
3. The organization was:
() less than satisfactory ( ) satisfactory () excellent

4. The writing was:
() hard to follow at times ( ) moderately clear () very clear

5. The format (physical layout, illustratiomns, typography, etc.:
( ) hindered readability ( ) did not contribute ( ) was very helpful

and‘understanding to readability and to readability and
understanding understanding
6. The discussion was: .
() inadequate for () reasonably () very thoughtful
my purposes thoughtful
7. The document was: ( ) About right { ) Too long ( ) Too short

8. How relevant was the topic to your general professioral interests?
() Not at all relevant () Somewhat relevant () Relevant

9. As of the publication date, how great was your need for a good document on
this topic?

() Dot at all great; I had no special need for it.
() Moderately great; the topic is of continuing importance to me.
() Very great; I had an immediate need for a document on this topic.

-

‘ 13
(page 14 blank)

3 8
L
P




(Explanatory Note for 2A cont.)

10. In general, how would vou compare this document with other documents of the
same tvpe?
() 1Its usefulness is too limited to justify its publication.
() 1t is not unusually useful, but it is worth having avallable.
() It is a very useful document.

Piease use the space provided below for any suggestions you have concerning
the future preparation of documents of this type, or for elaboration on any
of your responses above.

11. Documents can serve a variety of purposes and fulfill many different infor-
mation needs for readers. In the following question, please indicate how
. useful the document was to you for each of the purposes listed. If you did
not use the document for a stated purpose, check the last column,

17. As a result of reading the document, did you use the information or the
document in any of the following ways?

B. NON-READER EVALUATIONS

Questionnaire items and respomse choices (high to low) are provided below.

1. How relevant do you think this document might be to your general profess-

iorial interests?
() Relevant ( ) Somewhat relevent () DNot at all relevent

2. As of the publication date, how great was your need for a good document
of this type, on this topic?

( ) Document would probably have been very useful.
() Document would probably have been of some use. .
( ) Document would probably have been of little or no use.

3. 1f you knew about the document but did not read or skim it, what reason(s)
do vou remember?

15




EXHIBIT 2B: SAMPLE EVALUATION PROFILE PAGE FOR READER AND NON-READER DATA--FOR
BIBLIOGRAPHIES

m (Document (No.) continued)

READER EVALUATIONS (Nyp
QUALITY
Reference
Mean Reference Mean Percentage Percentage
G)Coverage o () No. o@eferences: _ X (%
' Up-to~dateness @ L () About right % (%)
G)omaniza n o () Too wmany % (%)
Format @ L (__ ) Too few _x (%)
5 )Textual material S ()
UTILITY
Mean Reference Mean
@Releva e o ()
| Need T )
i _ @Comparative usefulness - ’ ( ) Reference
derrfose of use: Percentage Percentage
To identify documents on particular topics % ( 2
To identify documents on particular projects ” (:z)
To identify documents by particular individuals % « )
To identify documents from particular institutions yA '
) To perform comprehensive searéh of literature % (%)
To see kinds of new work being reported _% (%
IMPACT
Were cited documents examined? Yes (%) Was content of cited
document (s) as expected
from bibliographic
reference? Yes % No %
B)
N-READER EVALUATIONS (N=
Utility Reasons for not reading:
: (N=_ )
High_ Medium Low
G)Relevance % _* % ______@ ould not readily obtain a copy
Potential o « “ % Not sufficiently interested
G) usefulness ™ o —— % Lack of time
_____X other
16




Pxplanatory Note torv Pabibit i

SAMPL® EVALUATION PROFILE PAGE JOR REFADFR AND NOU-RVADFR
DATA--FOR BIBLTOGRAPHIES

A. READER EVALUATIONS

Means or percentages provided in the first columns are evaluation ratings by
Readers for that particular document. The second colJumn displays the Reference
Mean or Percentage for each item, and represents the evaluation ratings for all
documents within that product-type group (i.e., for Bibliographies).
Questionnaire items (and response choices where they are not given on the

form) are provided below.

1. For your needs, how well did the document cover the topic(s)?
( ) Poorly () Moderately well () Very well

o
L]

Do vou feel that the material was up-to~date in its coverage of current
research or practice, as of its publication date?
() VYo () Could not judge () Yes

3, The classification or organization of entries (references) was:
( ) less than satisfactory () satisfactory ( ) excellent

4. The format (physical layout and typography):
( ) hindered use ( ) did not contribute () was very helpful
) to its usability to its usability

5. The textual material (annotations, abstracts, summaries, etc.) was:
( ) 1inadequate for my purposes ( ) moderately useful () very useful

~

6. The number of references was: ( ) about right () too many ( ) too few

7. How relevant was the topic to your general professional interests?
( ) Not at all relevant ( ) Somewhat relevant ( ) Relevant

8. As of the publication date, how great was your need for a good document on
this topic?
( ) ©Not at all great; I had no special need for it.
( ) Moderately great; the toplc is of continuing importance to me.
() Very great; I had an immediate need for a document on this topic.

9. In general, how would you compare this document with other documents of the
same type?
() Tts usefulness is toc limited to justify its publication.
() 1t is not unusually useful, but it is worth having available.
()Y 1t is a very useful document.

17
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(Explanatorv Note for 2B cont.)

10. Bibliographies can serve a variety of purposes and fulfill many different
infermaticn needs for users. In the following question, please indicate
how vou used the document. (Check as many as apply.)

11. A2 a2 result of using this decument, did vou examine any of the documents
cited?
()Y VYes () No
It ves, was the content of the document what you had been led to expect by
the content of the bibliographic reference?
() VYes () No

B. NON-READER EVALUATIONS

Questionnaire items and response choices (high te low) are provided below:

1. How relevant do you think this document might be to your general
professional interests?
() Relevant ( ) Somewhat relevant ( ) Not at all relevant

2. As of the publication date, how great was your need for a good
document of this type, on this topic?
( ) Document would probably have been of little or no use.
( ) Document would probably have been of some use.
( ) Docurment would probably have been very useful.

L

3. 1f you knew about the document but did not use it, what reason(s) do you
remember’

19




EXHIBIT 3. SAMPLE EVALUATION PROFILE PAGE FOR SPECIALISTS' DATA
(Document conginued)
SPECIALISTS' EVALUATIONS (N= )

(:::) QUALITY

Excellent Good Fair Poor

Not No
Applicable] Response

Choice of author

Selection of
content/material

Choice of references

Inclusion of curren®
material

Accuracy

Interpretation

Organization

Organization of
referen-es

Format

Writing

UTTLITY

Would you recommend to colleagues? <:::)
Yes No

If yes:

Usefulness for Various Purposes

T

Very Somewhat Not At No
Purpose ~f Use Useful Useful All Useful Response

Obtain overview

Look up facts

Identify relevant literature -

Identify ig§;viduals or institutions

Update knowledge

Obtain new knowledge

Obtain practical guidance
Other:

)
d for Document of This Type (:::) Overall Usefulness of Document

______Very great It is a very useful document.
Moderately great It is not unusually useful, but
Not at all great’ it is worth having available.
- Its usefulness is too limited

to justify {ts publication.




Explanatory Note for Exhibit 3:

SAMPLE FVALUATION PROFTLE PAGE FOR SPECTALISTS' DATA

This format reports more completely the respouse choices for each item since
responses were simply tabulated. Means or percentages cruld not be used
because of the small number of evaluations. Wherever questions or response
choices are not clearly incorporated into the form, they are provided below.

1. Quality. Please rate the quality of the document in each of the following
areas. 1If there are any outstanding strengths or weaknesses in an area that
you feel should be considered in the preparation of future documents of this
type, please use the comments section [after each item] to explain.

2. Utility. Would you recommend this document to your colleagues in the edu-
cational community? Yes ( ) "No ()

1f yes, for each of the purposes {[given below] indicate how -
useful you believe it might be.

3. Need. As of the publication date, how great was the need in the field for
a good document of this type on this topic?

( ) Very great; there was an immediate need for a document on this topic.
{ 3 Moderately great; the topic is of continuing importance in the field.
( ) Not at all great; there was no special need for it.

4. Comparative Usefulness. In general, how would you compare this document
with other documents of the same type?

21
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III. INDIVIDUAL DOCUMENT EVALUATION PROFILES

A. PREP REPORTS

S~ | 23




Document No. 1. Treating Reading Difficulties:

The Role of the Principal, Teacher,
Specialist, Administrator. PREPS 2,3,4,5, Carl B. Smith, et al.,

1970. (single edition from GPO: OE-30026: separate monographs:
ED034 078, ED034 079, EP034 080, EDO34 081)

NCEC Product: PREP Report

Product Type: Practical Guidance Paper

Level of Effort Index: High
Visibility Index: High

subject Cluster: Instructional Content

GENERAL FIELD SURVEY (N=170)

FAMILIARITY
11 % Only Heard About/Seep

RECENCY OF READING
(N=43)

25 % Previously Read/Skimmed 64 % Not Seen/Read

9 % Within past month
21

21 %

Within past 6 months

% Within past 3 months 49
COMMENTS

% More than 6 months ago

]
READERS: . Instr. Resources Spec: in respgnding_t9_£§§5§;£§i_I939§§tSAFhi§_§Pé_QEEEFAN
PREP's most useful. . .generally received favorably by teachers and administrators.

Other Admin: used in my work in new Title III reading project. Prog. Spec: wused
to document a term paper. Reading Spec: used during inservice sessions with
teachers and adwinistrators. Counselor: good references. Prog. Spec: used each

ceparate part with appropriate groups. College Admin: has heiped to improve my
work a great deal. Researcher: documents of this type should be produced
continually for educator awareness. Instr. Resources Spec: PREP's are excellent
and timely. Reading Spec: well organized. Prog. Spec: purchased from 1iA, not
from ERIC. College Prof: IRA publication easier to handle and work with.

SPECIALISTS' SURVEY (N=

RECENCY OF READING
(N=

Within past month Within past 6 months

Within past 3 months More than 6 months ago

Cannot recall

COMMENTS

[See Documents 1A, 1B, 1C, and 1D]
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(Document 1 continued)

' READER EVALUATIONS (N=43)

|

?

i

| QUALITY UTILITY

, Reference Reference

| Mean Mean Mean Mean

+  Coverage 2.49 (2.43) Relevance 2.77 (2.67)

| Up-to-dateness  2.77 2.77) Need 2.46  (2.35)

? Organization 2.35 (2.33) Comparative usefulness 2,63 (2.52)

| Writing 2.49 (2.53) Purpose of use:

1 Format 2.63 (2.74) Obtain overview 2.58  (2.54)

|  Discussion 2.30 (2.30) Look up facts 2.23  (2.24)

} , X gefere:ce Identify individuals 2.05 (2.12)

‘ ercentage n -

f~‘> rcentage  ercemtage - —Identify relevant 221 T(2.26)

! Length: _ literature — —_—
About right 77% (83%) Update knowledge 2.53 (2.41)
Too long _S5% (4%) Obizizlzszg 2.09 2.18)
Too short 1% ( 8%)

IMPACT

Used to make decision

Applied in my work

Used to give advice

Examined other documents

Consulted with author(s) or others

Passed document on to colleague(s)

Percentage Reference Percentage

192
67%
58%
16%
5%
56%

(23%)
65%)
@9%)
@1%)
(6%)
(50%)

NON-READER EVALUATIONS (N=108)

Utility Reasons for not reading:
(N=19)
High Medium Low \
Relevance 62% 27% 10% 23 ‘Z_Could not readily obtain a copy
Poten;iil . 55% 30% 14% 26 % Not sufficiently interested
usetuine 5 % Lack of time
11 X Other
he 25 il




Document No. 1A. Treating Reading Difficulties: Reading and the Home Enviroumeut
The Principal's Responsibility. T
NCEC Unit:
P-oduct Type: Level of Effort Index:
Subject Cluster: Visibility Index:
GENERAL FIELD SURVEY (N=
FAMILIARITY
% Previously Read/Skimmed X Only Heard About/Seen % Not Seen/Read
RECENCY OF READING .
(N=
% Within past month % Within past 6 months
% Within past 3 months : 7% More than 6 months ago
~ COMMENTS
— { :-T
SPECIALISTS' SURVEY (N=3)
RECENCY OF READING
(N=2)
Wichin past month Within past 6 months
Within past 3 months ' 2 More than 6 months ago
Cannot recall
COMMENTS
e Helps to meet principals' needs for easy-to-read treatments about roles. Well
organized; comprehensive; solid conclusions; authors well qualified. Includes
samples of most appropriate references.
e Did not stick to topic "home environment'--much related to usual school programs.
Useful ideas generated from descriptions of current programs. Topical organization
of references would be better.
e Title and contents do not match well. Insufficient treatment of "home environ-
ment." Reference list incomplete. Page dealing with language of disadvantaged
children filled with inaccuracies. Little that principal can 'grab hold of".
Organization not systematic.




(Document 1A continued)
SPECIALISTS' EVALUATIONS (N=3)

QUALITY
Excellent | Good Fai P Not No
ceillen ° air oot Applicable| Response
Choice of author 1 2
Selection of 1 1 I
content/material
Choice of references 2 1
Inclusion of current
1 2
material
Accuracy 1 2
Interpretation 2 1
Organization 2 1
Organization of ’
2 1
references
Writing 1
UTILITY
s?
Would you recommend to colleague Usefulness for Various Purposes
Yes 1 No 2
1f yes: . Very Somewhat Not At No
Purpose of Use Useful Useful All Useful Response
Obtain overview 1
Look up facts
Identify relevant literature 1
Identify individuals or institutions
Update knowledge 1
—p -
Obtain new knowledge 1
Obtain practical guidance 1
Other: .
Need for Document of This Type Overall Usefulness of Decument
Ver; great 1 It is a very useful document.
3 Moderately great It is not unusually useful, but
Not at all great it 1is worth having ava#lable.
2 1Its usefulness is too limited
to justify its publication.

o 9
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Document No. 1B. Treating Reading Difficulties: Establishing Central Reading Clinics
The Administrater's Role.

NCEC Unit:
Product Type: Level of Effort Index:
Subject Cluster: Visibility Index:

GENERAL FIELD SURVEY (N=

FAMILTARITY
% Previously Read/Skimmed % Only Heard About/Seen % Not Seen/Read
RECENCY OF READING 1
% Within past month « % Within past 6 months
% Within past 3 months % More than 6 months ago
COMMENTS

SPECIALISTS' SURVEY (N=3)

RECENCY OF READING |

(N=2)
Within past month Within past 6 months
Within past 3 months 2 More then 6 months ago
Cannot recall
COMMENTS

e Presents only one side sf issue...view traditional and presents little new. Floor
plans of clinics not helpful. Author somwhat lacking in knowledge of administrators'’
role. Reference list limited...several useful references not included.

e Bibliography inadequate and incomplete. Could serve as excellent guide for
administrators setting up clinics...very practical.

e Authors well qualified. References--good selection; not too long. Weld organized.
Style such that administrators likely to enjoy reading published version.

o
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SPECIALISTS' EVALUATIONS  (n=7)

(Document 1B continued)

QUALITY
Excell Good Fai P Not No
xcelient 00 arr oer Applicable| Response
Choice of author 2 1
Selection of
content/material 1 1 1
Choice of references 1 1 1
Inclusion of current
2 1
material i
Accuracy 1 1 1
Interpretation 1 1 1
Organization 1 2
Organization of
2 1
references
-{--Format —-— - 2 1
Writing 1 2
UTILITY
?
Would you recommend to colleagues Usefulness for Various Purposes
Yes 3 No
It yes: 7 Very Somewlat Not At No
Purpose of Use Useful Useful All Useful Response
Obtain overview 2 1
Look up facts 2 1
Identify relevant literature 1 2
—
Identify individuals or institutions 2 1
Update knowledge 1 1 1
Obtain new knowledge 1 2
Obtain practical guidance 2 1
Other: .
Need for Document of This Type Overall Usefulness of Document
Very great 2 It is a very useful document.
3 Moderately great 1 It is not unusually useful, but
Not at all great it is worth having available.
- I1ts usefulness is too limited
to justify its publication.
' 29 -1




Document No.1C. Treating Reading Difficulties: Correcting Reading Problems
in the Classroom.

NCEC Unit:
Product Type: Level of Effort Index:
Subject Cluster: Visibility Index:

GENERAI. FTELD SURVEY (N=

FAMILIARITY
% Previously Read/Skimmed % Only Heard About/Seen % Not Seen/Read
RECENCY OF READING
____% Within past month o % Within past 6 months
% Within past 3 months ZfMore than 6 months ago
COMMENTS

SPECIALISTS' SURVEY (N=3)

RECENCY OF READING

(N=2) ,
Within past month ' © Within past 6 months
Within past 3 months ~ 2 More than 6 months ago
Cannot recall
COMMENTS

e Too much reliance on outdated (Stronmg, Austin), erroneous (Betts) studies. Some
very obsolete and inaccurate notions of 'language.” Some excellent, though redundant,
diagrams. Goad emphasis on individualized correction program. Not enough practical
teaching suggestions, as implied by title. -«

e Very practical and well written. Valid recommendation and conclusions. '

e Quite traditional, added little new to already existing literature. Weakest
section list of special instructionmal procedures...too brief to be helpful, did not
tte in to any overall pattern. Topical rather than alphabetic listing of references
much more useful to teachers. Floor plans of classrooms probably of limited value.

30
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-» (Document 1C contirued)
SPECIALISTS' EVALUATIONS (N=)
QUALITY
Excell Good Fai P Not No
xcelient © air oor Applicable| Response
Choice of author 2 1 2
Selection of )
1 1 1
content/material
Choice of references 1 1 1
Inclusion of current 1 o 1
material B
Accuracy 2 1
Interpretation 2 1
Organization 2. 1
Organization of 3
references
Format 3
Writing 3 T i
UTILITY
y ?
Would you recommend to colleagues? Usefulness for Various Purposes
Yes 2 No 1 )
If yes: ’ Very Somewhat Not At Ne
Purpose of Use Useful Useful All Useful] Response
Obtain overview 1 1
Look up facts 2
Identify relevant literature 2
Identify individuals or institutions 2
Update knowledge 2
_btain new knowledge 1 1
Obtain practical guidance 2
Other:
Need for Documert of This Type Overall Usefulmess of Document
1 Very great 1 It is a very useful document.
2 Moderate:y great 1 It is not unusually useful, but
Not at all great it is worth having available.
1 Its usefulness is toc limired
to justify its publication.
31 ¢ 3
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Document No. 1D. Treating Reading Lirriculties: Treating Reading Disabilities.

The Spocinlist's Rty

NCEC Unit:
Product Type: Level of Effort Index:
Subject Cluster: Visibility Index:

I

GENERAL FIELD SURVEY (n=

FAMILTARITY
% Proviously Pead/Skimmed % Only Heard About/Seen % Not Seen/Read
RECENCY OF READING ¢
(N=
% Within past month ) % Within past 6 months
i % Within past 3 months % More than 6 months age
COMMENTS
SPECIALISTS' SURVLY (N=3)
RECENCY OF READING
(N=2)
Within past month Within past 6 months
__ Within past 3 months 2 More than 6 months ago

Cannot recall

COMMENTS

e Well written; logical treatment; useful. Organization and variety good .
well qualified.

Author

e Lacked adequate research base. Too brief to be of any value to a specialist.
A condensed version of traditional thinking on topic written about in many publications

¢ Lacks originality and specificity. Little attention to "How''...little practical

help for treatment.
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(Document 1D

continued)

SPECIALISTS' EVALUATIONS (N=3)
QUALITY
e Not No
Excellent Good Fair Poor Applicable| Response
Choice of author 1 2
Selection of 3
content/material
Choice of references 1 2
Inclusion of current
1 2
material
Accuracy 2
Interpretation 2
Organization 3
Organization of
N 2 1
references
Format 1 2
Writing 3
UTILITY
t ?
Would you recommend to colleagues: Usefulness for Various Purposes
Yes 3 No
If yes: Very Somewhat Not At No
Purpose of Use Useful Useful All Useful}] Response
Obtain overview 1 2
Look up facts 2 1
Identify relevant literature 3
Identify individuals or institutions 2 1 !
Update knowledge 1 1 1
Obtain new knowledge 1 2
Obtain practical guidance 1 2
Other:

Need for Document of This Type

__ Very great

3 Moderately great

Not at all great

Overall Usefulness of Document

1 It 1is a very useful document.

2 It is not unusually useful, but
it is worth having available.

Its usefulness is too limited
to justify its publication.




Document No. 2. Bilingual Education, Prep 6, Horacio Ulibarri, et al., 1969.
(ED 034 082)

NCEC Prouduct: PREP Report

Product Type: Practical Guidance Paper Level of Effort Inaex: High

Subject Cluster: Special and Other Educational Visibildity Index: High
Groups

GENERAL FIELD SURVEY (N=106)

FAMILIARITY
* 18 % Previously Read/Skimmed 15 % Only Heard About/Seen 67 % Not Seen/Read

- RECENCY OF READING
(N=19)
21 % Within past month 21 % Within past 6 months

26 % Within past 3 months 32 % More than 6 months ago
COMMENTS

READERS: Researcher: assisted in the establishment of bilingual reading program.
Other Admin: need current information of projects across country made available
on frequent basis. College Admin: mnot a typical PREP...others have not been
useful...subject needs updating. Prog. Spec: degree of relevance has increased
enoxrmously since publication. "

SPECIALISTS' SURVEY (N=3)

RECENCY OF READING

(N=0)
Within past month Within past 6 months
Within past 3 months More than 6 months ago
Cannot recall
COMMENTS

° Vefy useful for those with little background. Main value clarity. Furnishes basis
for further investigation.

e All authors from same institution...wider point of view would be helpful. Content
geared to those with limited knowledge...more appropriate for teacher aids...needs
much More deptn anda breadth. Some excellent resources missing.. Put together too

quickly to be of real value for any time period. Would be mistake to publish as
new material.

e Undated; unable to tell who author(s) is...messy titling. One sided...many
important points of view left cut. Format tacky, jumbled. Too much jargon,
sentimentality. Should make effort at uniform editions of publications.




(Document 2 continued)

READER EVALUATIONS (N=19)

UALITY UTILITY
Reference Ref erence
_ Mean Mean Mean Mean
Coverage 2.42 (2.43) Relevance 2.63 (2.67)
Up-to—dateness 2.58 (2.77) Need 2.32 (2.35)
Organization 2.26 (2.33) Comparative usefulness 2.58 (2.52)
Writing 2.47 (2.53) Purpose of use:
Format 2.53 (2.74) | Obtain overview 2.68 (2.54)
Discussion 2,26 (2:30) Look up facts 2,21 (2.24)
Reference ldentify individials 211 (2:12)
Pexcentage Percent‘age Identify relevant 2 16 (2.26)
Length: literature .
About right  79% (83%) Update knowledge 2.42 (2.41)
Too long _0z (_47) Obtain new 2.26 (2.18)
Too short 21% (_8%) | knowledge e Le1®
IMPACT
‘ Percentage Reference Percentage
Used to-make decision 32% (Qz)
Applied in my work 53% (65%)
Used to give advice }]_% (i?_%)
Examined other documents 26% (277)
Consulted with‘author(s) or others _3% ' (_6%)
Passed document on to colleague(s) 477 - (50%)
NON-READER EVALUATIONS (N=71)
Utility Reasons for not reading:
(N=16)
High Medium  Low ,
Relevance 42% 42% 157 25 % Could not readily obtain a copy
Poizztf:‘iéiess 28% 447 287 25 % Not sufficiegtly interested
25 % Lack of time
_gi__z Other

-‘ | 35 o7 : .




SPECIALISTS' EVALUATIONS (N=3)

QUALITY

(Document 2 continued)

Excellent

Good

No
Response

Not

Poor Applicable

Fair

Choice of author

1 2

Selection of
content/material

Choice of references 1

Inclusion of current 1
material

Accuracy

Interpretation 1

Organization

Organization of
references

Format

Writing 1

UTILITY

Would you recommend to colleagues?

Yes 1 No 2
1f yes:

Purpose of Use

-

Usefulness for Various Purposes

Very

Useful

Not At
All Usgeful

No
Response

Somewhat
Useful

Obtain overview

1

Look up facts .

Identify relevant literature

Identify individuals or institutions

Update knowledge

Obtain new knowledge

Obtain practical.guidance

Qther:

Need for Document of This Type

2 Very great
1 Moderately great

Not at all great

L

- i

Overall Usefulness of Document

1 It is a very useful document.

1 It is not unusually useful, but
it is worth having available.

1 7Its usefulness is too limited
to justify its publication.
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Document No. 3. Job-Oriented Education Programs for the Disadvantaged. Schools and
Industry Cooperate. Prep 9, Trudy W. Banta, et al., 1969,
(ED 034 085)

—

NCEC Product: PREP Report
Product Type: Practical Guidance Paper Level of Effort Index: High

SUbject Cluster: Special and Other Ed){cational ViSibility Index: Hieh
Groups : =8

GENERAL FIELD SURVEY (N=81)

FAMILTARITY
21 % Previously Read/Skimmed 17 % Only Heard About/Seen 62 % Not Seen/Read

RECENCY OF READING
(N=17)
6 % Within past month 29 ¢ Within past 6 months

18 % Within past 3 months 47 % More than 6 months ago
COMMENTS

READERS: Unclass: PREP's should be given wider dissemination. - Researcher:
helped me prepare for working with teachers on the state of the art in teaching
~ disadvantaged.

NON-READERS: Instr. Resources Spec: didn't realize this title in series was
available. Researcher: have only recently developed a need for it. Superintendent:
at the time, I believed I was sufficiently familiar with the topic; it now appears
that I was wrong. v £

SPECIALISTS' SURVEY (N=3)
v RECENCY OF READING -
(N=0)
Within past month Within past 6 months

ettt

Within past 3 months More than 6 months ago

P P

Cannot recall
COMMENTS

e Abuse of English language. Criteria not given for selection of content...a
laundry list.

e Very useful with limited number of clients. Every school should have available.
Clear communication...evaluations carefully drawn...recommendations clear and logical.
Could serve to influence local businesses to inaugurate similar programs.
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(Document 3  continued)

READER EVALUATIONS (N=17)

QUALITY UTILITY
Reference | Reference
Mean Mean Mean Mean
Coverage - 2.41 (2.43) Relevance 2.59 (2.67)
Up-to-dateness 2.82 (2.77) Need 2.29 (2.35)
Organization 2.29 (2-33) Comparative usefulness 2:82 (2.52)
Writing 2.24 (2.53) Purpose of use:
Format 2.39 (2.74) Obtain overview 2.33 (2.584)
Discussion 2.18 (2.39) Look up facts 2.41 (2.24)
Reterence Identify individuals 2.12 (2.12)
Percentage Percentage Identify relevant 2.29 (2.26)
Length: literature .
About right 100% (83%) Update knowledge 2.35 (24D
Too long 0% (&%) Obtain new 2.24 (2.18)
Too short 0% (8%) knowledge )
IMPACT
Percentage Reference Percentage
Used to make decision | 247 (23%)
Applied in my work 117 (65%)
Used to give advice 537 (49%)
Examined other documents 33% (27%)
Consulted with author(s) or others _ 6% (67%)
Passed document on to ;olleague(s) 537% (50%)
NON-READER EVALUATIONS (N=50)
Utility Reasons for not reading:
(N=14)
High Medium Low
Relevance L_36Z 58% 47 21 % Could not readily obtain a copy
Poszggiiiess 28 529 187 36 % Not sufficiently interested
21 % Lack of time
) 21 Z Other

38 .l




(Document _ 3 continued)

SPECTALISTS' EVALUATIONS (N=3)
QUALITY
Excellent Good Fair Poor Appl?iZble ResEZnse

Choice of author 1 1 H
Selection of 2 1

content/material .
Choice of references 2 1

- Inclusion of curvent 1 1 1

material
Accuracy 2 1
Interpretation 1 1 1
Organization 1 1 1
Organization of 1 1 1

references
Format 2 1
Writing 1 1 1

UTILITY
Would you recommend to colleagues? Usefulness for Various Purposes
Yes 2 No 1
If yes: Very Somewhat Not At No
Purpose of Use Useful Useful All Useful| Response

Obtain overview
Look up facts 2
Identify relevant literature 1 1
Identify individuals or institutions 2
Update knowledge 1 1
Obtain new knowledge Z
Obtain practical guidance 1 1
Oth;}:

Need for Document of This Type Overall Usefulness of Document

1 Very great

_ 1_ It is a very useful document .
1 Moderately great i

It is not unusually useful, but
it is worth having available.

1 Not at all great

1 Its usefulness is tob limited
to justify its publication.

5
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Document No. 4, Paraprofessional Aides in Education. Prep 12, Carl H. Rittenhouse,
1969. (ED 034 906)

NCEC Product: PREP Report
Product Type: Practical Guidance Paper Level of Effort Index: High

Subject Cluster: Educational Administration aud Visibility Index: High
Services

GENERAL FIELD SURVEY (N=95)

FAMILTARITY
23 % Previously Read/Skimmed 21 % Only Heard About/Seen 36 7 Not Seen/Read
RECENCY OF READING

(N=22)
18 % Within past month 27 % Within past 6 months
23 % Within past 3 months 32 % More than 6 months ago
COMMENTS

READERS: Prog. Spec: made it available to every school and college in Nebraska.
Other Admin: used as aid in writing proposal. Researcher: used to provide others
with information relevant to them. College Prof: programs of mediocre quality
included as no truly effective paraprofessional training programs developed yet.
Supervisor: recommended to V.P. for comsideration in staffing.

NON-READERS: Supervisor: just received it. Instr. Resources Spec: did not realize
existed. Unclass: have referred it to others and rarely have copy for own use.
Unclass: I like PREP's...would like to see broader distribution of clearinghouse
products. Other Admin: qudite good but not as up—to—date as Education USA 1972
publication. "~

SPECIALISTS' SURVEY (N=3)

RECENCY OF READING

(N=1)
Within past month Within past 6 months
Within past 3:months ' More than 6 months ago
1 Cannot recall
COMMENTS

¢ Good variety. Prbgrams thoughtfully and clearly explained. Table of contents
would faciljtate usage. Many new federal programs not included. Format~-rather
crowded’; no margins on some pages.

® Very good reference for early systematic efforts in training and utilizing teacher
aides. '

40
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(Documen< 4 continued)

READER EVALUATIONS (N=22)
f QUALITY UTILITY
Reference Reference
Mean Mean Mean Mean
Coverage L.45 (2.43) Relev nce 2.68 (2.67)
Up-to~dateness 2.82 2.77) Need 2.3 (2.35)
Organizaticn 2.41 (2.33) Comparative usefulness 2.55 (&ﬂ)
Writing 2.64 (2.53) Purpose of use:
Format E 2.86 (2.74) Obtain overview 2.73 (2.54)
Discussion 2.27 (2.30 Look up facts 2.27 (2.24)
Reference Identify individuals 2.09 (2.12)
Percentage  Percentage Identify relevant - 2.26)
Length: literature — ——
About right  95% }(_8__3:%) Update knowledge 2.41 (2.41)
Too long _ 0% (47 Ob;iimgw 2.36 (2.18)
Too short 0% (_8%) ge
IMPACT
Percentage Reference Pexcentage
Used to make decision 32% ( 232)
Applied in my work 55% ( 65%)
Used to give advice 45% ( 49%)
Examined other documents | 23% ( 27%)
Consulted with author(s) or others 5% {_62)
Pagsed document om to colleague(s) 55% ( 50%)

NON-READER EVALUATIONS (N=53)

Ueildit Reasons for not reading:
Utiiity ng
(N=20)

High Medium Low
Relevance 43% 7% 9% 35 % Could not readily obtain a copy

Potentf:iiic;ss 36 189 259 25 % Not sufficiently interested
useluine 10 2 Lack of time
, 25 % Other
41 ¢ 3
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(Document 4 continued)

SPECIALISTS' EVALUATIONS (N=3)

QUALITY
Excellent Good Fair Poor Appl?ngle ResggnSc
Choice of author 1 1
Selection of 3
content/material
Choice of references 1 2
Inclusion of current 1 1 1
material
Accuracy 3
Interpretation 1 2
Organization 1 1 1
Organization of 2 1
references
Format 1 2
Writing 2 1
UTILITY
Would you recommend to colleagues? Usefulness for Various Purposes
Yes 3 No
I yes: Very Somewhat Not At No
Purpose of Use Useful Useful All Useful| Response
Obtain overview 3
Look up facts 2 1
Identify relevant literature ] 3
Identify individuals or institutions 1 1 1
Update knowledge 1 2
Obtain new knowledge 1 2
pbbtain practical guidance 2 1
Other: ot
‘s
Need for Document of This Type Overall Usefulness of Document
3 Very great 3 It is a very useful document.
o Modergtely great It is not unusually useful, but
_ Not at all gfeat it is worth having available.
Its usefulness is too limited
to justify its publication. .
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Document No. &  ¢haring Educational Serviges. -ep 13, Ray Jongeward and
Fran Heesacker, 1969. (ED 036 666§

Joene Proauct: PRIEP Report
Product Type: Practical Guidance Paper lLevel of Effort Index: High
Subject Cluster: Special and Other Educational Visibilitv Index: High
Groups
GENERAL FIELD SURVEY (N=107) :
FAMILIARITY
[ ]
15 % Previously Read/Skimmed 21 % Only Heard About/Seen b4 % Not Seen/Read
RECENCY OF READING
(N=16)
19 % Within past month 31 % Within past 6 months
25 % Within past 3 months 25 % More than 6 months .go
COMMENTS

READERS: Researcher: does not address itself to the most significant problemn
involved. Principal: wused it for imservice staff training. Prog. Spec: used in

writing a proposal...PREP is good publication. Researcher: difficut to obtain.
*

NON-READERS: Other Admin: assigned to other staff members. Researcher: too thick.
Researcher: talked directly with principal researchers. Researcher: publicized
its existence.

*

SPECIALISTS' SURVEY (N=3)

RECENCY OF READING

(N=0)
Within past month Within past 6 months
Within past 3 months More than 6 months ago
Cannot recall
COMMENTS

e Well written, factually presented. Very helpful to educational institutions.
Facts well interpreted. .

e Would like to have known dates of implementation of each project. So brief,
it is most useful as point of reference only, or for idemtification purposes.
Interested in more information such as feasibility of projects.

e Would like to have seen more information sheets by Dr. Jongeward. NWREL has
done a number of outstanding projects...this is anothey in keeping with that reputa-
tion.
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(Document > continued)
READER EVALUATIONS (n=16)
QUALTTY UTILITY
Reference Ref erence
Mean ~ Mean Mean Mean
Coverage 2.544 (2.43) Relevance 2.75 (2.67)
Up-to-dateness 2.88 (2.77) Need 2.19 (2.35)
Organization 2:19 (2.33) Comparative usefulness 2.75 (2-32)
Wra® v 2.56 (2:53) Purpose of use: '
Format 2.81 (2.74) Obtain overview 2.73 (2.54)
Discussion 2.31 (2.30} Look up facts 2.9¢6 (2.24)
Reference Identify individuals 2.06 (2.12)
Percentage Percentage
: & & Identify relevant 2.38 (2.26)
Length: literature —
About right 817 (83%) Update knowledge 2.63 (2.41)
Too long 6% (_47%) Ob;ainlnzw 2.31 (2.18)
Too short 6% (_8%) nowledge
IMPACT
Percentage Reference Percentage
Used to make decision 23% (23%)
Applied in my work 81z (65%)
Used to give advice 63% (49%)
Examined other documents 31% (277%)
Consulted with author(s) or others 25% (_6%)
Fasted 1 ocument on to colleague(s) 69% (50%)
.\4/,.,.1
NON-READER EVALUATIONS (N=69)
Utility - Reasons for not reading:
(N=22)
High  Medium Low
Relevance 28% 52% 20% _ 23 % Could not readily obtain a copy
Poiz:;iijaqs 22% 487 30% 27 % Not sufficiently interezteq
' - 14 % Lack of time
32 % Other
Q Ve
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ZDccument 5 cont inued)

SPECTALISTS' EVALUATIONS —(§=3)

QUALITY
Excell Good Fai P hot Mo
xceilent 00 alr oor Applicable| Response
Choice of author 2 )
Selection of o 1
content/material B ]
Cheoice of references 1 1 1
Inclusion of current 1 5
material ]
Accuracy 2 1
Interpretation 1 2
Organization 3
Organization of
1 2
references
Format 1
Writing 1 2
UTILITY
W . 2 ?
ould you recommend to colleagues Usefulness for Various Purposes
Yes 3 - No
1f yes: Very Somewhat Not At No
iurpose of Use Useful Useful All Useful} Response
Obtain overvil® 3
Losk up facts ’ 3
I&entify relevant literature 2 R 1
Identify individuals or institutions 2 1 A
Update knowledge 2 1
Obtain new knowledge 1 2
Obtain practical guidance 2 1
Other: .
Need for Document of This Iype Overall Usefulness of Document
2  Very great 2 It is a very uceful document.
~ 1 Moderately great 1 It is not unesually useful, but
ot at 211 great it is worth having available.
Its usefulness is too limited
to justify its publication.
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Document No. 6. Social Studies and the Disadvantaged. Prep 14.

Tonathon C. McLendon, et al., 1970. (ED 037 588)

NCiEC Product: PREP Report

Product Type: Practical Guidance Paper Level of Effort Index: High
Subject Cluster: Instructional Cq_rltent Visibility Index: High

GENERAL FIELD SURVEY (N=63)

FAMILIARITY
16 % Freviously Read/Skimmed 13 % Only Heard About/Seen 71 % Not Seen/Read
RECENCY OF READING «
(N=10)
20 % Within past month _ 40 % Within past 6 months
20 % Within past 3 months 20 % More than 6 months ago

COMMENTS

READERS: Prog. Spec: made available to every school in state.

NON-READERS: Superintendent: forwarded to Department Head.

SPECIALISTS' SURVEY (N=2)

RECENCY OF READING

(N=0)
~Within past month ‘ Within past 6 months
_____ Within past 3 months ’ More than 6 months ago
' Cannot recall
.COMMENTS

e Author resp.cted as social studies educator. Excellent, relevant topic. More
specific footnotes needed. Lacks bibliography...author's name and date do not
constitute a useful referen:e. Section introductions present key guestions or outline
major ideas to be covered--helps in reading a very unattrative manuscript. Many ’
paragraphs too long. Broad research, clear conclusions, specific recommendations

most valuable aspects of paper.

e Llack of detailed, preferrably annotated bibliography a serious failing. Writing
clear but heavy and laborious. Content basically good and very timely. Paper falls
down primarily because it is sometimes unnecessarily difficult to read (because of
typography or language), sections not well coordinated, and some generalizations and
implications not well supported. Latter not entirely author's fault since scope is
broad and available research scant.




(Document © continued)

READER EVALUATIONS (N=

QUALITY > UTILITY
Reference Reference
Mean ~ Mean Mean Mean
Coverage ' Relevance
Up-to-dateness Need
Organization Comparative usefulness
Writing Purpose of use:
Format Obtain overview
Discussion Look up facts
Reference Identify individuals

Percentage Percentage

t

Identify relevant

Length: P literature \
NN
About right ‘Update knowledge
Too long Obtain new
knowledge

Too short

IMPACT
Percentage Reference Percentage
Used to make decision
Applied in my work
Used to give advice
Examined other documents
Consulted with author(s) or others
Passed document on to colleague(s)
NON~READER EVALUATIONS (N=45)
Utility Reasons for not reading:
(N=8)
High  Medium  Low
Relevance 38% 517% 11% 13 % Could not readily obtain a copy
Potential ff1 int t
Ou::fuiness 33% 44% 22% 38 % Not sufficiently interested
38 % Lack of time
13 X Other
47 !9




(Document 6  continued)
SPECTALISTS' EVAWUATIONS (N=2)
QUALITY
N -
Excellent Good Fair Poor .OL No
Applicable| Response
Choice of author 2
Selection of 1 1
content/material
-——
Choice of references 1 1 -
a Inclusion of current 1 1
material
Accuracy 2
Interpretation 1 1
Organization 1 1
Organization of 2
references
Format 1 1
Writing L 1
UTILITY
d t ?
Would you recommend to colleagues Usefulness for Various Purposes
Yes 2 No :
It yes: Very Somewhat Not At No
Purpose of Use Useful Useful All Useful Response
/ Obtain overview 2
Look up facts ' 2
Identify relevant literature 1 1
Identify individuals or' institutions 2
Update knowledge, 2
Obtain new knowledge 2
Obtain practical guidance 2 )
Other:
Need for Document of This Type Overall Usefulness of Document
2 Very great 2 It is a very useful document.
Moderately great It is not unusually useful, but
Not at all great ;c is worth having available.
‘ Its usefulness is too limited
to justify its publication.
e
ERIC =
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Document No. 7 Individualized Instruction. Prep 16. Jack V., kdling, 1970.
(ED 041 185)

NOEC Product: PREDP Report

Product Type: Practical Guidance Paper Level of Effort Index: High
Subject Cluster: Educational Administration Visibility Index: High

and Services

GENERAL FIELD SURVEY (N=251)

FAMILIARITY

30 % Previously Read/Skimmed 14 % Only Heard About/Seen 55 % Not Seen/Read

e

RECENCY OF READING
(N=76)
21 % Within past month 22 % Within past 6 months

24 % Within past 3 months __ 33 % More than 6 months ago
COMMENTS

READERS: Superintendent: excellent. Other Admin: catalyst for others...are
individualizing all areas in our school. Prog. Spec: made available to every
school system in Nebraska. Supervisor: used in workshop...helped provide infoma-
tion for setting Priorities. Instr. Resources Spec: more copies should be given
to states...saved digging. Sec. Teacher: would like to see something similar for
classroom teachers...gave support in what we are doing. Sec. Teacher: used in
workshop for teachers. Researcher: tried to use it and couldn't...wanted
theoretical perspective. Elem. Teacher: more concise report needed. Prog. Spec:
like clear subdivisions...increased usefulness. NON-READERS: Other aAdmin: more
up-to-date documents are available. Researcher: PREP's don't give enough
information. '

SPECIALISTS' SURVEY (N=2)

RECENCY OF READING

. (N=0)
Within past month Within past 6 months
< .
Within past 3 months More than 6 months ago
i Cannot recall
COMMENTS

e Well organized; well thought out. A little confusing format, maybe
because a composite report. For school person interested in indiwvidualized
instruction, document succeeds in meeting goals.

e Disorganized, sloppy writing; format bad. Unclear what project is about until
wall along in text. Only useful to pinpoint places to look for individualized
instruction references...could be done in 5 or 10 pages and wecll summarized.

'®



(Document 7 continued)

—

READER EVALUATIONS (N=76)
- &
UALITY UTILITY
Reference Reference
Mean Mean Mean Mean
Coverage 2.51 (2.43) Relevance - 2.76 (2-67)
Up-to-dateness  2.82 (2.77) Need 2.51  (2.35)
Organization 2.37 (2.33) Comparative usefulness 2.59 (2.52)
Writing 2.47 (2.53) Purpose of use:
Format - 2.74 (2.74) Obtain coverview 2.63 (2.54)
Discussion 2.34 (2.30) Look up facts 2.25 (2.24)
Reference Identify individuals 2.09 (2.12)
Percentage Percentage Identify relevant
Length: literature ) 2.30 2-25)
About right  84% (83%) Update knowledge 2.49 (2.41)
Too long 1% (4% Obtain new 2.26 2.18)
Too short 5% (_8%) knowledge
IMPACT
Percentage Reference Percentage
é%ed to make decision 267 (23%)
Applied in my work 647 (65%)
Used to give advice 61% (49%)
Examined other documents 36% ‘ (27%)
Consulted with author(s) or others 7% ( 6%)
Passed document on to colleague(s) 58% (50%)
NON-READER EVALUATIONS (N=139)
Utiiity Keasons for not reading:
(N=36)
High Medium Low
Relevance 63% 30% 7% 42 % Could not readily obtain a copy
Pof,:zxiiess 53’» :;_0_% ;z _ 2z % Not sufficiently interested
8 ~ Lack of time
22 % Other
59




(Document 7  continued)
SPECIALISTS' EVALUATIONS (N=2)
QUALITY
1 Not No
Excellent Good Fair Poor Applicable| Response
Choice of author 1 1
Selection of 3
1 1 :
content/material "
Choice of references 2
Inclusion of current 2
material
Accuracy 1 1
Interpretation 1 1
Organization 1 1
Organization of
‘ 1 1
references
Format 1 1
Writing 1 1
UTILITY
7
Would you recommend to colleagues? Usefulness for Various Purposes
) Yes 1 No 1
If yes: Very Somewhat Not At No
Purpose of Use . Useful Useful All Useful Response
Obtain overview 1
Loock up factsl‘ 1
Identify relevant literature 1
Identify individuals or institutions 1
Update knowledge 1
Obtain new knowledge 1
Obtain practical guidance 1
Other:
Need for Document of This Type Overall Usefulness of Document
2 Very great 1 It is & very useful document.
Moderately great It is not unusually useful, but
Not at all great ) }t is worth having available.
™ 1 Its usefulness is too limited
to justify its publication.
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Document No. 8. Books Related to English Language and Literature in Elementary
and Secondary Schools, lois B. Watt, Delia Goetz, and Caroline
Stanley (Comp.), October 1969. (GPO: OE-30024; ED 039 236)

~CEC Product: EMC Bibliograpny

Product Type: Bibliography Level .f Effort Index: High
Subject Cluster: Instructional Content Visipility Index: Medium

GENERAL FIELD SURVEY (n=197)

FAMILIARITY
5 7% Prewiously Read/Skimmed 13 % oOnly Heard About/Seen 83 7 Not Seen/Read
RECENCY OF READING
0 7% Within past month 22 % Within past 6 months
22 % Within past 3 months 56 7 More than 6 months ago
COMMENTS '

READERS: Reading Spec: provided stimulus and interest as well as knowledge enabling
teacher to utilize creative writing with remedial reading youngsters. Principal:
.find it particularly helpful in helping give guidance to specific departments on
curriculum improvement. College Prof: was limited in providing description I needed.
NON-READERS: Instr. Resources Spec: have taken a reference from it. Instr.
Resources Spec: have our own Shying guide...this used for information. Supervisor:
at time, was mot involved in my present position. Prog.;Spec: would need to be
updated constantly to be of service for textbook adoptions. Prog. Spec: as a

state comsultant, did use for reference purposes. Instr. Resources Spec: would help
to include LC number in Trade Books=-Juvenile Litorature—-section for orderiug
purposes. Prog,Sgec: review material only. bSupervisor: impression tnat not detail-
ed or analytical enough to be of much help.

L,

- — B

SPECIALISTS' SURVEY (N=3)

RECENCY OF READING

(N=0)
__ Within past month Within past 6 months
Within past 3 months ‘ More than 6 months ago
Cannot recall
COMMENTS

e Material very incomplete; many worthwhile texts not included. Trade books dealing
with minority groups not adequately represented. Too many omissions to be considered
comprehensive...too broad a range to be considered specialized.

e Too incomplete and unrepresentative to be very useful. If this is all of the
books and materials EMC received during Jan. 1968 to Oct. 1969, they need better
detectives as scouts.

e I have never read anything by these authors in the preofessional literature.
Noticeable omissions of excellent language arts text books. Since based on EMC
acquisitions, possible that better resources are not listed because publishers failed

to send them? No excuse for very traditional topics under which language arts and
reading texts are licted,,,forces omission of sources resulting from efforts to
implement recommendations of the Dartmouth conference. Too much in one publication...
one for elementary school resources and another with secondary far more realistic.
Neither timely enough nor comprehensive enough to be particularly useful to curriculum
pecple or for book selection.

-
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(Document 8 continued)

READER EVALUATIONS (N=
QUALITY
Reference
Mean  Re:x ..c¢nce Mean Percentage Percentage
Coverage yo. of reterences:
Up~-to-dateness About right
Organization Toc many
Format Too few
Textual material
UTILITY
Mean Ref erence Mean
Relevance
Need
Ccmparative usefulness Reference
Purpose of usc: Percentage “Percentage
To”identify documents on particular topics
To identify documents on particular projects
To identify documents by particular individuals
. To identify documents from particular institutions
5 To perform comprehensive search of literature
To see kinds of new work being reported
. IMPACT
Were cited documents examined? Yes Was content of cited
document {(s) as expected
from bibliographic
reference? Yes % No %
NON-READER EVALUATIONS (N=163)
Utility : _Reaéons f?§-;§;‘zfiiing.
High  Medium Low
Relevance 467% 36%2 - 18% 28 % Could nut readily obtain a copy
Potential . . . 16 ¥ Not sufficiently interested
usefulness —"° a2% 234 0 % Lack of time
32 % Other
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{(Document & continued)

SPﬁg}ALISTSf EVALUATIONS  (N=7)
- QUALITY
Excellent Good Fair Poor Appl?iible RcsginsL
Choice of author 1 1 1
-—Selection of 1 1 |
content/material
Choice of references 1 1 1
Inclusion of current 1 3
material
A;curacy 1 1 1
Interpretation . i 1 1
Organization 1 1 1
Organization of 3 )
references
Format 3
r—ariting . 1 2 r
€.
UTILITY
Would you recommend to colleagues? Usefulness for Various Purposes
Yes No _}____ T ]
1f yes: Very Somewhat Not At No
Purpose of Use Useful Useful ‘All Useful| Response

:Obtain overview
v-Look up facts

Identify relevant literature

Identify individuals or institutions

Update knowledge

Obtain new knowledge

Obtain practical guidance

Other:

Need for Document of This Type Overall Usefulness of Document
1 Very great It is a very useful document.
1 Moderately great 2 It is not unusually useful, but

1 Not at all great it is worth having available.
__ 1 Its usefulness is too limited
to justify its publication.
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Document No 2. Science and Mathematics Bocks for Elementary and Secondary Schools,
Lois B. Watt, Della Goetz, and Eunice von Ende (Comp.), February
1970. (GPC: QE-29071;ED 041 760)

NCFCO Praduct s PMC Bibliography

Product Tvpe: Bibliography Level of Effort Index: High
Subiect Cluster: Instructional Content Visibility Index: Med 1um

e et 1 e < e e ot ¢ et el

GENERAL FIELD SURVEY (. 13D2)

FAMILIARITY l
7 % Previously Read/Skimmed 13 % Only Heard About/Seeh 80 % Not Seen/Read
RECENCY OF READING
8 % Within past menth 42 7 Within past € months
8 % Within past 3 months 42 % More than 6 months ago
COMMENTS

NUN-RESDERS:  Prog. Spec: unaware of concent material btreakdown. Unclass: sounds
great. Researcher: budget limitations. Instr. Resources Spec: just came to my
attetution.

SPECIALISTS' SURVEY (N=3)
RECENCY OF READING

{N=1)
\
Within past month 1 Within past 6 months
____ Within past 3 months _______More than 6 months ago
Cannot recall
COMMENTS

e Uell organized. Do not know compilers--assume they are well qualified for the job.

e Very limited coverage. A bibliography of detailed bibliographies in these
fields, containing reliable analytical reviews would be more worthwhile.

e Some re-organization might have made bibliography more useful--"General Science"
section a catch-all; several books in "History' section were not science histories.
"Biology" section might have included subsection on microbinlogy etc. Could be
longer. ~
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{Document cantinued)

READER EVALUATIONS  (N=
' QUALITY
Reference
Mean Reference Mean Percentage  Percentage
©worrarage No. of references:
Up-to-dateness About right
Organization Too many
Format Too few
Textual material
UTILITY
Mean Reference Mean
Relevance |
Need
Comparative ucefulness Reference
P t r
Purposce of use: ercentags Percentage
To identify documents on particular topics
To identify documents on particular projects
To identify documents by particular individuals
To identify documents from particular institutions
To perform comprehensive search of literature
To see kinds of new work being reported
IMPACT
Were cited documents examined? Yes Was content of cited
document (s) as expected
from bibliographic
reference? Yes % No 3
NON-READER EVALUATIONS (N=146) )
Utility Rea¥%ens for not reading:
(N=24}
High Medium Low
Relevance NN 38% 16% 25 7 Could not readily obtain a copy
tial 29 % Not sufficiently interested
Poﬁ::fuiness 34% 38% 23% " ’
‘ 13 % pack of time
N _32__} Other
58 " Q




(Document ¢  continued)

SPECIALISTS' EVALUATIONS  (5- 33

QUALITY
Excellent Good Fair Poor Appl?iiblc RQS;EHSu

Choice of author 1 1 ' 1 ]

Selection of 1 1 l‘
content/material :

Choice of references 1 . 2

Inclusion of current .,
material - 1

Accuracy 1 l 1 1

Interpretation 1 1

Organization 1 1 | 1

O rences : L 1

Format 2 1

Writing 1 2-

UTILITY
Would you recommend FO colleagues? Usefulness for Varibus Purposes
Yes 2 No 1
It yes: Very ' Somewhat Not At No
Purpose of Use Useful Useful All Useful Response

Obtain overview 1 “ 1

Look up facts 2

Identify relevant literature 2

Identify individuals or ipstitutions 2 .

Update knowledge ) 1 al 1

Obtain new knowledge 1 1

Obtain practical guidance 1 1

Other:

Need for Document of This Type Overall Usefulness of Document
1 Very great _ 1 It is a very useful dccument.d
2 Moderately great 1 It is mot unusually useful, but
___ Not at all great it is worth having available.

1 1ts usefulness is too limited
to justify its publication.

y
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Document No. 10. Books Related to Adult Basic Education and Teaching English to
Speakers of Other Languages, Myra H. Thomas, Thelma M. Knuths, Sid-
ney E. Murphy (fomp.), May 1970. (CPO: OE 13039; ED 043 850)

NCEC Product: EMC dibliography

Product Type: Bibliography Level of Effort Index: Medium
Subject Cluster: Special and Other Educational Visibility Index: Mediunm
Groups
GENERAL FIELD SURVEY (N=174)
FAMILIARITY
8 % Previously Read/Skimmed 20 % Only Heard About/Seen "7 % Not Seen/Read
RECENCY OF READING
(N=14)

7 % Within past month 29 7% Within past 6 mon:hs
14 % Within past 3 months 50 % More than 6 months ago

COMMENTS

PUADERS: College Prof: performs useful function in light of subject area
limitations. 1Instr. Resources Spec: poor and misleading document...EMC did not

have collection to support purpose of document...it was an inappropriate agency

to produce it. Prog. Spec: needs more emphasis on student materials. Prog. Spec:
more depth needed in abstracts. College Prof: add critical book review type commentsg
to bibliography. Prog. spec: uce in my role as instructional resource consultant.

NON-READERS: Prog. Spec: not presently doing work in area but am personally
interested. Researcher: scanned for relevance for individual projects.

SPECIALISTS' SURVEY (N=3)

RECENCY OF READING s
(N=0) ; ”

Within past month " Within past 6 months

Within past 3.months . More than 6 months ago
Cannot recall ‘
COMMENTS

e GClad to learr about this resource--not aware of its existence. This reconfirms
my opinion that ERIC has to assume various dissemination roles. There should be
some interpretation (e.g., evaluation, identification of audience for whom the
resource was prepared, or statement of purpose). Exclusion of evaluative judgements
by qualified persons is serious limitationm.

¢ Clear categories; well organized; easy to read and understand. Would be more
useful if it were an annotated bibliography. Should be published regularly (bi-
annually or annually) to keep up-to-date.

e¢ Inclusion of more available student materials'would have increased value of
Aocument. Materials well organized in a very useable fashion.

60 .
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(Document 10  continued)

READER EVALUATIONS (N=
QUALITY
: Reference
Mean Reference Mean Percentage Percentage
Coverage No. of references:
Up~to-dateness About right
Organization Too many
Format Too few
) " | Textual material
UTILITY
Mean Reference Mean
Relevance
Need )
Comparative usefulness Reference
Purpose of use: Percentage Percentage
To ideatify documents on particular topics
To identify documents on particular projects
To identify documents by particular individuals
To identify documents from particular institutions .
. To perform comprehensive search of literature
To see kinds of new work being repofted
IMPACT
Were cited documents examined? Yes Was content of cited
document (s) as expected
from bibliographic
reference? Yes _ % No _ _%
NON-READER EVALUATIONS (N=125)
Utility Reasons for not reading:
(N=35)
High  Medium Low
Relevance 37% 297 347 34 % Could not readily obtain a copy
Potential 30 29 42% 17 % Not sufficiently interested
usefulness — — 3w Lack of time
37 % Other

61
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(Document 10

continued)

SPECIALISTS' EVALUATIONS (i-3)
QUALITY
Excellent Good Fair Poory Applﬁzzble Resganu

Cholce of authov 1 1 }
Selection ox , 1 \ 1 1

conteat/material 1
Cheice of references 1 1 1
Inclusion of current 2 1

material
Accuracy 3
Interpretation 1 2
Organi:zation 1 2
Organization of v 3

references
Format J 3
Writing 1 1 1

UTILITY
Would you recommend to colleagues? Usefulness for Various Purposes
Yes 3 No '
If yes: ‘ Very Somewhat Not At No
Purpose of Use Useful Useful All Useful Response

Obtain overview 1 1 . 1
Look up facts 3 2 1
Identify relevant literature 3
Identify individuals or institutions 1 2
Update knowledge 2 1
Obtain new knowledge 1 1 1
Obtain practical guidance 1 1 1
Other:

Need for Document of This Type

3 Very great
Moderately great

Not at all great

PESEEDRES
s ettt

Overall Usefulness of Document

———

3 It is a very useful document.

It is not unusually useful, but
it is worth having availalle.

Its usefulness is too limited
to justify its publication.
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Document No. i o Dducation | it_@;;_tm*e_*__cf_‘ the Prn_fvss_i_xln, Funice von Ende (Comp. ),
July 1970. (GPO: OE-10060-A; ED 046 89Q)

NOLO raeoducts TNC Ribliagraphy
Product Type: Bibliography Level of Effort Index: High

Subject Cluster: Educational Administration and Visibility Index: Medium

Services

GENERAL FIELD SURVEY (N=260)

FAMILIARITY

9 % vreviously Read/Skimmed 14 ¥ Ounly Heard About/Seen 77 % Not Seen/Read
RECENCY OF RLADING
0 % Within past month - 39 % Within past 6 months

¢ 7 % More than & months ago

4 7 Within past 3 months

COMMENTS
READERS: Instr. Resources Spec: author index or combined analytical index would
add to usefulness. Instr. Resources Spec: not particularly comprehensive tor

time period or for subject...have not found helpful. Other Admin: need annotations
or reviews with annotations. Instr. Resources Spec: need apnotations or scope °
notes...format is acceptable. Instr. Resources Spec: used tc build teacher's
professional collection. )

NON-READERS: Prog. Spec: have many similar publications in library. 1lnstr.
Resources Spec: our service tries to put users in touch with more easily accessible
materials. College Prof: only browsing at time. College Prof: keep as general
reference.

SPECIALISTS'® SURVEY (N=3)

RECENCY OF READING

(N=0)
Within past month Within past 6 months
Within past 3 months More than 6 months ago
Cannot recall
COMMENTS

e Very valuable bibliography; very complete. Good organization.
e Well done.

e Almost impossible to evaluate-—no statements of purpose intended audience, how
books were acquired or criteria used to select items for entry. Any bibliography
is useful (and this one is too) particularly when well organized, but has limited
usefulness without short descriptions of entries.
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{(Document 11

cont inued)d

KEADER EVALUATIONS (N=.3)

QUALITY
Reference
Mean  Refeirence Mean Percentage  Percentage
Coverage Iy ({Liz) No. of refterences:
Up~to~-dateness 2.74 (2.78) About right 57% (B1)
(Organization 2.26 (;ng) Too many R (%)
Format 2.70 (2.72) Too few 22% (112
Textual material 2. 26 (2,473
UTILITY
Mean - Reference Mean
Relevance ;;ig 2.77)
Need 2.30 (2.39)
Comparative usefulness 2.65 (2.70) Reference
Purpose of use: Percentage Percentage l
To identify documents on particular topics 65% (737%)
To identify documents on particular projects 237 (417%)
To identify documents by particular individuals _ 0% (13%)
Td identify documents from particular institutions 9% (11%)
To perform comprehensive search of literature 39% (35%)
To see kinds of new work being reported 6l1% (677%) .
IMPACT -~
Were cited documents examined? Yes 20 (87%) Was content of cited
document(s) as expected
from bibliographic
reference? Yes 83 X No 17 %

NON-READER EVALUATIONS (N=200)

Utility
High  Medium  Low

Reasons for not reading:

(N=37)

Relevance 50% 35% 13% 41 % Could not readily obtain a copy
27 t
PO&;EE&iiess 39% 39% 18% % Not sufficiently interested
8 % Lack of time
19 % Other
64 ey



{Decument 11

continued)

SPECTALISTS' EVALUATIONS (5%
QUALITY
Not No o
Excellent Good Fair Poor Applicablel Risponse
Choice ot aguthor 1 ?. ]
Selection of 1 “;—
content/material
Choice of references Z 1
Inclusion of current 3 - - -
material N
Accuracy 1 2
Interpretation 3
Organization 1 1 1
Organizatiov of i 1 1
referenceav B i
Format 2 i
Writing 1 2
UTILITY
Would you recommend to colleagues? Usefulness for Various Purposes
Yes 3 No _ | .
If yes: . Very Somewhat Nct At No
Purpose of Use Useful Useful All Usaful Response
Obtain overview 1 1 1
Look up facts 1 1 1
Identify relevant literature 2 1
Identify individuals or institutions 1 2
Update knowledge 2 1
Obtain new knowledge 1 i 2
Obtain practical guidance 1 2
Other:
Need for Document of This Type Overall Usefulness of Document
2 Very great 1 It is a very useful document.
1 Moderately great 2 It is not unusually useful, but
Not at all great it is worth having available.
Its usefulness is too limited
to justify its publication.
65
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Document No. 12 Residentisl Adulr Fducatfon: Current Information Sources, No. 25,

October 1969. (ED 022 ¢ )

NCEC Unit: Adult Education Clearirghouse
Proguct Tvpe: Bibliography level of Fffort Index: iow
S: jact Cluster: Special and Other Educational Visibility Index: Low

Groups

GENERAL FIELD SURVEY (3= 65)

FAMILTARITY
26 9% Only Heard About/Seen
RECENCY OF READING

51__2 Not Seen/Read

3 % Within past month 33 % Within pi st 6 v ths

i3 % Within past 3 months 53 % More than 6 monfhs ago
COMMENTS

READERS: College Prof: extremely helpful in graduate studies in the education

of adults. TInstr. Resources Spec: contents not specific enough. Instr. Resources

Spec:  patrons have not requested copies of this.

NON-READERS: Supervisor: recommended to others for use in planrming night high
school. Pesearcher: Other reader informed me of use in private business.

~

SPECIALISTS  SURVEY (n=3)
. RECENCY OF READING

(N~“"—2) K
_ Within past month __ Within past & wouths
~ Within past 3 months 2 More than 6 wonibs ago
Cannot reca'l
COMMENTS

e Now ocut of date. Cyril Honle's recent monograph for ERIC far superior to th.z anrd
gives more information. Inadequate margins top and bottom: looks cheap and makes
reading difficult; change of type is poor.

e No clear boundary. Many excellent sources omitted, some questicnable items
included. Pedestrian annotations. Very‘hard to read. Writing highly va. ' .ble.
Advances certain strands of influence and underpiays others.

e Author very knowledgeable. Comprehensive, even intellectual in scope. A :ew
references should not have been included...? or 3 important works missing...on whole

a good, we.l chosen reference list.
Lack of index a major fault.
cne of the most helpfu:l available..
PUrposes.

Some print hard to read; some easy to read.

Have found this series (Current Info. Series) to be
.have used several...for many different
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(Document 12 continued)

READER EVALUATIONS (N=15)
QUALITY
Reference
Mean Reference Mean Percentage Percentage|
Coverage 2.60 (2.49) No. of references:
Up-to-dateness 2.87 (2.78) About right 73% (81%)
Organization 2.20 (2.23) Too many 7% (4%
Format 2.67 (2.72) Too few 7% (11%)
Textual material 2.47 (2.47)
UTILITY
Mean Reference Mean
Relevance 2.67 (2.77)
Need 2.27 (2.39
Comparative usefulne s 2.73 (2.70) Reference
Purpose of use: Percentage Percentage
To identify documents on particular topics 807 (737%)
To identify documents on particular projects 33% (417%)
To identify documents by particular individuals A (13%)
To identify documents from particular institutions 0% (11%)
To perform comprehensive search of literature 60% (35%)
To see kinds of new work being reported 13% (677%)
IMPACT
Were cited documents examined? Yes 9 (60%) Was content of cited
document(s) as expected
from bibliographic
reference? Yes 60 ¥ No 40 %
NON-READER EVALUATIONS (n=33)
Ueility Reasons for not reading:
(N=17)
Hign  Medium  Low
Relevance 30% 454 24% 35 % Could not readily obtain a copy
Potential 15° 429 36% 47 % Not sufficiently interested
usefulness - 0 % Lack of time
18 X Other

i "




(Document ]2

continued)

SPECIALISTS' EVALUATIONS (N=3)
QUALITY
Excellent Good Fair Poor Applfngle RESSZﬂSe
Choice of author 1 i 1
Selection of 2 1
content/material
Choice of references 2 1
Inclusion of current 1 2
material
Accuracy 1 2
Interpretation 1 1 1
Organization 1 1 1
Organization of 1 1 1
references
Format 3
Writing 1 1 1
UTILITY
Would you recommend to colleagues? Usefulness for Various Purposes
Yes 2 No 1 -
1f yes: Very Somewhat Not At No
Purpose of Use « Useful Useful All Useful Response
Obtain overview 2
Look up facts 1 1
Identify relevant. literature 1 1
Identify individuals or institutions 1 1
Update knowledge 1 1 .
Obtain new knowledge 2
Obtain practical guidance 2
Other:
—
] -
Need for Document of This Type Overall Usefulness of Document
2 Very great _ 1 It is a very useful document.
1 Moderately great 2 It is not unusually useful, but
__ Not at all great it is worth having available.
_______ 1ts usefulness is too limited
to justify its publication.
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Document No. 13  Physical Facilities in the Education and Training of Adults,
Roger DeCrow, March 1970. (ED 036 677)

NCEC Unit: Adult Education Clearinghouse

Product Type: Review Level of Effort Index: Low
Subject Cluster: Special and Other Educational Visibility Index: Low
Groups .

GENERAL FIELD SURVEY (N=47)

FAMILIARITY
11 % Previously Read/Skimmed 11 % Only Heard About/Seen 79 % Not Seen/Read

RECENCY OF READING

40 % within past month 20 % Within past 6 months

0 % within past 3 months 40 % More than 6 months ago
COMMENTS

-

READERS: College Prof: helped in decision, planning adult learning systems.
College Admin: timely...we need more. College Prof: used in developing a state-
of ~the-art paper, -

FON-READERS: Researcher:. . had other priorities.

SPECIALISTS' SURVEY (N=3)

RECENCY OF READING

(N=0)
‘Within past month ' Within past 6 months
Within past 3 months ' More than 6 months ago
Cannot recall
COMMENTS

e Of general academic interest but insufficient to build cases for local needs.
Facilities for adult education will remain secondary until local community decides
such education has value. )

e There are more significant aspects of Continuing Education that need thorough
study. If a study is needed to show there are few adult educational facilities
and that this denotes second class citizenship this study has done that. Cannot
get very excited about discussion of physical plant facilities; feel more learning
takes place outside the walls of education than within...should concentrate on
external influences. '

e Selection of discussion material seemed haphazard. A real puzzle to me why
this book should have been taken on by author.
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(Document 13 continued)

READER EVALUATIONS (N=

UALLTY UTILITY
Reference Reference
Mean Mean Mean Mean
q Coverage Relevance
Up-to-dateness Need
Organization ) Comparative usefulness
Writing Purpose of use:
Format Obtain overview
Discussion Look up facts
Reference Identify individuals

Percentage Percentage

Identify relevant

Length: , literature
About right " Update knowledge
Too long’ ' Obtain new
Too short knowledre

»
IMPACT

Percentage Reference Percentage

Used to make decision

Applied in my work R

Used to give advice

Examined other documents

Consulted with author(s) or others

Passed document on to colleague(s)

NON-READER EVALUATIONS (N=37)

Utility Reasons for not reading:
o (N=5)
High Medium Low
Relevance 35% 49% 16% 40 2 Could not readily obtain a copy
Potential 32% 43% 249 40 % Not sufficiently interested
usefulness e — —
_20 2 Lack of time
() % Other
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(Document 13

continued)

§E§§IALISTS' EVALUATIONS (N=3)
QUALITY
Not No
Excelleut Good Fair Poor Applicable| Response
Choice of author -1 1 1
Selection of 1 2
content/material
Choice of references 2 1
Inclusion of current 2 o 1
material
Accuracy 2 1
Interpretation 1 1 1
Organization 2 1
Organization of 9 1
references _
Format 1 1 1
Writing - 2
UTILITY
Would you recommend to colleagues? Usefulness for Various Purposes
Yes 2 No 1 ~
If yes: Very Somewhat Not At Yo
Purpose of Use Useful Useful All Useful Response
Obtain overview 2
Look up facts 1 1
Identify relevant literature 2
Identify individuals or institutions 2
Update knowledge 1 1
Obtain new knowledge 1 1
Obtainipractical guidance 1 1
Other: B
Need for Doc:ment of This Type Overall Usefulness of Document
______Very great" It is a very useful document.
2 Moderately great 2 It is not unusually useful, but
1 Not at all great it is worth having available.
1 1ts usefulness is too limited
to justify its publication.
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Document No. 14 A Handbook for Teachers of English to Non-English Speaking Adults,
. Patricia Heffernan-Cabrera, October 1969. (ED 033 335)

NCEC Unit: Adult Education Clearinghouse

Product Type: Practical Guidance Paper Level of Effort Index: Medium
Subject Cluster: Special and Other Educational Visibility Index: Medium
Groups

GENERAL FIELD SURVEY (N=55)

FAMILIARITY
2 % Previously Read/Skimmed 15 % Only Heard About/Seen B4 Z Mot Seen/Read

RECENCY OF READING
(N=1)
0 % Within past month 100 % Within past 6 months

0 % Within past 3 months Q % More than 6 months ago
COMMENTS ‘

SPECIALISTS' SURVEY  (N=3)

RECENCY OF READING

(N=0)
Within past month B Within past 6 months
Within past 3 months More than 6 months ago
Cannot recall
COMMENTS

e One of the most useful documents ever read. Truly good guide. Tried some
suggestions in teaching foreign students--marvelous!

e An excellent job in putting together information a TESOL teacher should have.
Very accurate in explaining accepted techniques. Excellent document, well
organized, covers subject well.

e Excellent, easy to use document for new teachers. More basic material and
tests could be included in the bibliography. Author has fine understanding of
academic and psychological needs of students.
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(Document 14  continued)

READER EVALUATIONS (N=

QUALITY UTILITY
Reference Refterence
Mean Mean Mean Mean
Coverage Relevance
N Up~to-dateness Need

Organization Comparative usefulness
Writing Purpose of use:
Format Obtain overview
DPiscussion Look up facts

Reference Identify individuals

Percentage  Percentage

Identify relevant

Length: "literature
About right Update knowledge
Too long | Obtain new
Too short knowledge

IMPACT

Percentage Reference Percentage

Used -to make decision

Applied in my work

Used to give advice

Examined other documents

Consulted with author(s) or others

Passed document on to colleague(s)

NON-READER EVALUATIONS (N=46)

Utilicy Reasons for not reading:
(N=8)
High Medium Low
Relevance 26%  41%  33% 50 % Could not readily obtain a copy
Potential 26% 24 50% 0 % Not sufficiently interested
usefulness — -

Q0 % Lack of time
25 % Other
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(Document 14 continued)

SPECIALISTS' EVALUATIONS (N=3)

e

QUALITY
Excellent Good Fair Poor Not No
Applicable| Response
Choice of author 1 1
Selection of 5 o 1 1
content/material
Choice of references 2 1
Inclusion of current 3 o .
material
Accuracy , 2 1
Interpretation 3
Organization 3
Organization of 9 1
references
Format 3
Writing 3
N UTILITY
Would you recommend to colleagues? Usefulness for Various Purposes
Yes 3 No
If yes: Very Somewhat Not At No
Purpose of Use Useful Useful All Useful Response
Obtain overview
Look up facts
Identify relevant literature 2 1
Identify individuals or institutions 2 1
Update knowledge 3
Obtain new knowledge 3
Obtain practical guidance 3
Other: Understand/provide for 1
needs of TESOL students
Need for Document of This Type Ov;rall Usefulness of Document
2 Very great 2 It is a very useful document.
1 Moderately great 1 It is not unusually useful, but
Not at all great it is worth having available.
Its usefulness is too limited
to justify its publication.
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Docuinent No. 15 Community Service and Continuing Education: A Literature Review,
' James B. Whipple, July 1970, (ED 038 550)

NCEC Unit: Adult Education Clearinghouse

Product Type: Review Level of Effort Index: Hiph
Subject Cluster: Higher Tducaticen Visibility Index: Yedium

GENERAL FIELD SURVEY (n=92)

FAMILIARITY
15 % Previously Read/Skimmed 10 % Only Heard About/Seen 75 % Not Seen/Read

RECENCY OF RFADING

0 % Within past month 21 % Wwithin past 6 months

29 ¢ Within past 3 months _“50 % More than 6 months ago
COMMENTS

READERS: College Prof: helped in providing technical assistance to several
community colleges and university extension divisions. Frog. Spec: needs larger

or more easily read print in body of text...better layout (more white space)...more
analyis...a ready reference for cases and citations to discuss with program develop-
ers, systems planners, legislators.

NON-READERS: Researcher: have read only part of document. Prog. Spec: postponed
getting to it till strong interest had past.

SPECIALISTS' SURVEY (N=3)

RECENCY OF READING

(N=2)
Within past month Within past 6 months
Within past 3 months 2 More than 6 months ago
Cannot recall
COMMENTS

® Disappointed that programs in community colleges hardly mentioned as they are the
educational vehicle through which Title I can best be implemented.

¢ Some lines uneven; some typing errors; type a bit small. Repeatedly, references
are made to the lack of many other decuments which did not get into ERIC because of
the voluntary nature of such offerings...this is an important problem on which to
work.

e Limitation of sources to ERIC documents is recognized. Such publication needs to
be updated periodically. Much to be gained by providing analysis of experimental
programs such as Title I. Should facilitate adoption of successful ideas and te~h-
niques. Organization and flow of ideas and data easy to follow and comprehend.
Margins too narrow; print size too small. Conclusions seem based on evidence.
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(Document 15 continued)

READER EVALUATIONS (n=

-
QUALITY UTILITY
Reference Reference
Mean Mean Mean Mean
Coverage Relevance
Up-to-dateness Need
Organization Comparative usefulness
Writing Purpose of use:
Format Obtain overview
Discussion Look up facts
Reference Identify individuals
Percentage  Percentage Identify relevant
Length: literature

About right
Too long

Too short

Update knowledge

Obtain new
knowledge

Used to make decision

Applied in my work

Used to give advice

Examined other documents

Consulted with author(s) or others

Passed document on to colleague(s)

IMPACT

Percentagze Reference Percentage

NON-READER EVALUATIONS (N=69)

Utility
High Medium Low
Relevance 35% 427 207
Potential 265 42%  26%
usefulness - - —

Reasons for not reading:
(N=9)

0 % Could not readily obtain a copy
__44 % Not sufficiently interested
0 % Lack of time

33 % Other
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(Document 15 continued)

SPECTALISTS' EVALUATIONS (=)

QUALITY
Excellent Good Fair Poor Appl?jzble ResiinSc

Choice of author 2 1
Selection of 3

content/material B R
Choice of references 3 -
Inclusion of current 1 9 )

material )
Accuracy d 1
Interpretation 1 2
Organization 2 1
Organization of 2 1

references ——
Format 2 !
Writing 2 1 .

UTILITY S
1 257
Would you recommend to colleagues Usefulness for Various Purposes K\
Yes 3 No .
If yes: Very Somewhat Not At No
Purpose of Use Useful Useful 211 Useful Response
Obtain overview 3
Look up facts 1 2
Identify relevant literature 2 1
Identify individuals or institutions 3
Update knowledge 1 2
Obtain new knowledge 2 1
Obtain pra.tical guidance 2 1 n
Other:
Need for Document of Thi: Type Overall Usefulness of Document
3 Very great _ 3 It is a very useful document.
Moderately greai It is not unusually useful, but
Not at all great it is worth having available.
~ Its usefulness is too limited
to justify its publication.
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Document No. 16 Lducativn tor Agunp: A Review of Recent literature, }
H. Lee Jacobs, et al., .July 1970. (ED 038 552)

o —C—n oy, T BT

NCEC Unit: Adult Education Clearinghouse

Product Tvpe: Review Level of Fffort Index: High
Subiect Cluster: Special and Other Fducational Vicibilitv Index: Low
Groups -

GENERAL FIELD SURVEY (N=13)

FAMILTARITY
24 % Previously Read/Skimmed 15 % Only Heard About/Seen 61 ' Not Seen/Read
RECENCY OF READING
(N=8)
25 % Within past month 25 % Within past £ wmonths
13 % Within past 3 months 38 ¢ More than 6 months ago
COMMENTS

READERS: College Prof: used data tc develop and plan residential institute.
College Prof: would have preferred a more extensive and sophisticated discussion

of literature.

NON-READFRS: College Admin: loaned it to colleagues with specific interest
in area. Instr. Resources Spec: nmno utilization need yet.

¥

SPECIALISTS' SURVEY (N=3)

RECENCY OF READING

. (N=1)
L Within past month _____within past  months
1 Within past 3 months Mor:2 than 6 months ago
Cannot recall
COMMENTS

e Does not clearly identify the most significant gaps in knowledge or practice and
thus no desired leadership to future research or practice. Index to authors of studies
cited in bibliographies would be helpful.

e Should include more recent references. Would have been helpful to have information
about references listed for the first time.

e Bibliography for Chapter V incomplete...listed 46 but referred to additional
documents up to number 64. Problems with margins, typographical e:rors.
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(Document 16 continued)

READER EVALUATIONS (N~

.~ e .—:-<¥-

QUALTTY
Reference
Mean Mean

Coverage

Up~to-dateness

Organization

Writing

Format

Discussion
Reference

Percentage Percentage

Length:
About right
Too long

Too short

!

UTILITY

Referonce
Mean Mean

Relevance

Need

Comnarative usefulness

Purpose of use:
Obtain overview
Look up facts
Identify individuals

Identify relevant
literature

Update knowledge

Obtain new
knowledge

IMPACT

Percentage Reference Percentage
Used to make decision
Applied in my work
Used to give advice "
Examined other documents
Consulted with author(s) or others
Passed document on to colleague(s)
NON-READER EVALUATIONS (N=20)

Utility Reasons for nct reading:
(N=5)
High Medium  Low
Relevance 55% 25% 20% 0 % Could not readily obtain a copy
Poszzgiiiess 45% 20% 35% 40 % Not sufficiently interested
0 % Lack of time
40 % Other
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(Document 10 continued)

SPECIALISTS' EVALUATIONS (N=3)
QUALITY
Excellent Good Fair Poor Applfz;ble Resggnse

Choice of author 1 2
Selection of 1 2

content/material
Choice of references 2 1
Inclusion of current 2 1

material
Accuracy ‘ 2 1
Interpretation 1 2
Organization 2 1
Organization of 1 1 1

references
Format 1 2
Writing 3

UTILITY 9
Would you recommend to colleagues? Usefulness for Various Purposes
Yes 3 No
If yes: Very Somewhat Not At No
Purpose of Use Useful Useful All Useful| Response

Obtain overview 2 1
Look up facts 1 1 1
Identify relevant literature 3 )
Identify individuals or institutions 3
Update knowledge 2 1
Obtain new knowledge 3 o
Obtain practical guidance 1 2
Other: N

Need for Document of This Type

2 Very great
1 Moderately great
Not at all great

Overall Usefulness of Document

3 It is a very useful document.

It is not unusually useful, but
it is worth having available.

Its usefulness is too limited
to justify its publication.
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Document No. 17 Needs--0f People and Their Communities—-And the Adult Educator,

Ernest E. McMahon, July 1970. (ED 038 551)

NCEC Unit: Adult Educatiou Clearinghouse

Product Type: Review Level of Effort Index: Medium

Subject Cluster: Special and Other Educational  Visibility Index: Low

Groups

GENERAL FIELD SURVEY (N=70)

FAMILIARITY
21 7% Previously Read/Skimmed 4 % Only Heard About/Seen 74 % Not Seen/Read
RECENCY OF READING
0 % Within past month 33 % Within past 6 months
27 % Within past 3 ‘months 40 % More than 6 months ago
COMMENTS

READERS: College Prof: used document in developing research paper on motivating
low-educational level adults to learn. College Prof: was used with very satis-
factory results in graduate seminar. College Prof: useful in assisting students
to distinguish between careful and careless use of word ''mneeds" and concept it
embraces. College Prof: very weak in analysis of substantive issues.

NON-READERS: Researcher: notified R&D director of document.

SPECIALISTS' SURVEY (N=3)

RECENCY OF READING ,
(N=1)

Within past 6 months
1 More than 6 months ago

Within past month
Within past 3 months

————

Cannot recall

COMMENTS

¢ Is excellent and important, but incomplete. Little attempt to analyze/interpret
majority of items included in bibliography...topic categorization would have bteen
useful. In final document (published by AEA), print too small. Subject treated
more thoroughly in later Jdocument in the field...however, points made here remain
impor .ant and are not emphasized in later one. Author states point of view and

supports it with documentation rather than reviewing and interpreting the liter-
ature...latter needs to be done.

e Document takes adult educa.r beyond bricks and mortar and directly to people

and programs. -

_V/l
e Readable and reasonably wvoid of jargon which is refreshing. Heartily agree
with authors emphasis on relevance. Higher education viability as an institution

depends on its radical restructuring...no better place to begin than in areas
author discusses.
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(Document 17 continued)

READER EVALUATIONS (N=15)
QUALITY UTILITY
Reference Reference
Mean Mean Mean Mean
Coverage 2.27 (2.50) Relevance 2.73 (2.72)
Up-to-dateness 2.60 (2.81) Need 2.27 (2.33)
Organization 2.27 (2.31) Comparative usefulness 2:27 (2.38)
Writing 2.47 (2.51) Purpose of use:
Format 2.67 (2.72) Obtain overview 2.60 (2.03)
Discussion 1.87 (2.32) Look up facts 2.20 (2.20)
Reference Identify individuals 2:13 (2.13)
Percentage Percentage Identify relevant 2.40 2.36)
Length: ' ' literature
About right  87% 82%) Update knowledge 2.33  (2.47)
Too long b% 4%) | Obtain new 2.13 (2.14)
Too short 137 10%) knowledge - -
MPACT i
. | | Percentage Reference Percentage
Used to make decision ‘ Iz 9%)
\Applied in my work 732 (69%)
Used to give advice~ 27% (42%)
Examined other documents 27% 32%)
Consulted with author(s) or others _0% (_8%)
Passed document on to colleague(s) 3% 46%)
NON-READER EVALUATIONS (N= 52)
Utility Reasons for not reading:
‘ High Medium Low (N.-g)
Relevance 427 467 12% 67 % Could not readily obtain a copy
Potential 35% - 44z 17% 0 2 Not sufficiently interested
usefulness 0 % Lack of time
33 % other
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SPECIALISTS' EVALUATIONS (N=3)

(Document 1/ continued)

QUALITY
Excell P Not No
xcellent Good Fair oor Applicable] Response
Choice of author 1 1 1
Selection of 3
content/material
Choice of references 1 2
¥ Inclusion of current 3
material
Accuracy 1 2
Inte;pretation | 1 2
Orgéhization -2 1
Organization of 1 9
references
Format 1 2
Writing 3 ‘

UTILITY
?
Would you recommend to Folleagues. Usefulness for Various Purposes
Yes 3 No e -
If yes: Very Somewhat Not At No
Purpose of Use Useful Useful All Useful] Response
Obtain overview 3
Look up facts 2 1
Identify relevant literature 2 1
Identify individuals or institutions 1 2
Update knowledge 2 1
Obtain new knowledge 3
Obtain practical guidance 2 1
Other:’
| ]
Need for Document of This Type Overall Usefulness of Document
2 Very great 2 1t is a very useful document.
1  Moderately great 1 1t is not unusually useful, but
Not at all great it is worth having available.
Its usefulness is too limited
to justify its publication.
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Document No. 18  Parent, Home and Family Life Education: Current Information
Sources No. 30, July 1970. (ED 039 376)

NCE. Unit: Adult Education Clearinghouse

Product Type: Bibliography Level of Effort Index: Low

——

Subject Cluster: Instructional Content Visibility Index: Low

GENERAL FIELD SURVEY (N=73)

FAMILIARITY
3 % Previously Read/Skimmed 21 % Only Heard About/Seen 77 % Not Seen/Read

RECENCY OF READING
(N= 2)
0 % Within past month _ 0 7% Within past 6 months

100 % Within past 3 months 0 % More than 6 months ago
COMMENTS

READERS: College Prof: this and similar documents are invaluable in developing
R&D projects, in designing educational conferences, and in advising doctoral
students.

NON-READERS: Supervisor: material was used by homemaking teacher in classroom.
College Prof: recommended to relevant departments.

SPECIALISTS' SURVEY (N=3)

RECENCY OF READING

(N=0)
Within past month Within past 6 mcnths
Within past 3 months More than 6 months ago
Cannot recall
COMMENTS

e Variation in #argins and many pages not numbered. Some annotations unclear. No
annotation for some references. Some authors and dates omitted.

e Limited bibliography...some classic texts omitted.

e List of periodicals incomplete. More useful if it contained analysis/interpreta-
tion by one or two persous in the field.




(Document 18  continued)

READER EVALUATIONS (N=
QUALITY
Reference
Mean Reference Mean . Percentage Percentage
Coverage No. of references:
Up-to~-dateness About right
Organization Too many
Format Too few
Textual material
UTILITY
Mean Reference Mean
Relevance
Need
Comparative usefulness Reference
Purpose of use: Percentage Percentage
To identify documents on particular topics
To identify documents on particular projects
To identify documents by particular individuals
To identify documents from particular institutions
To perform comprehensive search of literature
To see kinds of new work being reported
{
IMPACT
Were cited documents examined? Yes Was content of cited
document(s) as expected
from bibliographic |
reference? Yes 2 No A
NON-READER EVALUATIONS (N=56)
Utility Reasons for not reading:
(N=15)
High  Medium Low .
Relevance 457 39% 16% 27 % Could not readily obtain a copy
tential terested
Pouigfuiness 41% 38 21% 27 % Not sufficiently intereste
0 X Lack of time
47 X Other
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(Document 18 continued)

SPECIALISTS' EVALUATIONS (N=3)
QUALITY
Excellent Good Fair Poor Appl?Z:ble ResggnSe
Choice of author 1 1 1
Selection of 1 1 1
content/material
Choice of references ) 2 1
Inclusion of current 9 1
material
Accuracy 2 1 L
Interpretation 1 1 1
Organization 3
Organization of 1 2
references
Format 1 2
Writing 1 2
UTILITY
Would you recommend to colleagues? Usefulness for Various Purposes
Yes 3 No
If yes: Very Somewhat - Not At No
Purpose of Use Useful Useful All Useful| Response
Obtain overview 2 1
Look up facts 2 1
Identify relevant literature
Identify individuals or institutions 1
Update knowledge - 1
Obtain new knowledge 2 1 -
Obtain practical guidance 1 1 1
Other:
Z 1 —
Need for Documenc‘qf This Type Overall Usefulness of Document
3 Very great‘ 3 It is a very useful document.
______ Moderately great It is not unusually useful, but
Mot at all great it is worth having available.
______Its usefulness is too limited
to justify its publication.
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Document No. 19  The Preparation of Adult Educators: A Selected Review
of the Literature in North America, Cooclie Verner, et al.,
September 1970. (ED 041 180)

NCEC Unit: Adult Education Ciggringhouse

Product Type: Review Level of Effort Index: Low

Subject Cluster: Higher E&ucatiug Visibility Index: Low

GENERAL FIELD SURVEY (N=51)

FAMILIARITY
22 % Previously Read/Skimmed 10 % Only Heard About/Seen 69 7% Not Seen/Read

RECENCY OF READING
0 % Within past month 36 % Within past 6 months

Y % Within past 3 months 55 % More than 6 months ago
COMMENTS

READERS: College Prof: used in adult educational class and seminar. College Prof:
it pulled together many known and several not-known references...performed very
useful summarizing and generalizing function. College Prof: wused 1n advising
researchers and in developing research design for improving professional training
programs for adult educators. College Prof: given limited literature available,

it was excellent...apparent inconsistency [in responses to 11 and 12] because had

a great nced for comprehensive study, and while document did not measure up, better
than anvihing else available. -Other Admin: have writers direct effort to specific
concepris (i.e., to be used for presenting information to those in the field, giving
an overview for those who.know little, etc.) College Admin: not up to date; did
not include own research directly relevant, completed a half-year before document
published. '

o

SPECIALISTS' SURVEY (N=3) °

RECENCY OF READING

o (N=1)
Within past morth Within past 6 months
1 Within past 3 months More than 6 months ago
Cannot recall
COMMENTS

e In some instances sources were not given. Only a few pages were numbered.

e Literature for the most part out-dated. Little on the undereducated adult...chis
could and must be developed. Clearly written; easy to read. Appears we are in
great need of up-to-date literature for adult educators.

e Very useful document for persons {nvolved in this area...less so for general
adult educators. Choice of references good for material covered. Glaring omissions
in material selected: inservice or continuing education of professional adult
educators; pre-service education; and adult basic education.
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(Document 19  continued)
READER EVALUATIONS (N= \
UALITY UTILITY
Reference Reference
Mean __Mean Mean = Mean
Coverage Relevance
lip-to-dateness Need
«Organization Comparative usefulness
‘Writing Purpose of use:
Format Obtain overview
Discussion Look up facts
Reference Identify individuals
Percentage Percentage Identify relevant
Length: literature
About right Update knowledge
Too long Obtain new
Too short knowledge
IMPACT
Percentage Reference Percentage
Used to make decision
Applied in my work
Used to give advice
Examined other documents
| Consulted with author(s) or others
. Passed document on to colleague(s)
NON-READER EVALUATIONS (N=35)
Utility Reasons for not reading:
High Medium Low (N=>)
Relevance 40% 40% 20% 0 % Could not readily obtain a copy
Potential 23% 43% 34% 20 % Not sufficiently interested
usefulness - - T 0 % Lack of tim
20 % Other |
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SPECJALISTS' EVALUATIONS (N-=3)

QUALITY

(Document 1Y

. :
conlinued)

Excellent

Good

Fair

Poor

Nt

Applicable

No
Response

Choice of author

1

¥}

Selection of

1
content/material

Choice of references 1

Inclusion of current
material

[

Accuracy

Interpretation 1

ra

Organization 1

Organization of
references

Format 1

Writing 1

UTILITY

Would you recommend to colleagues?

Yes 3 No

e

If ves:

Purpose of Use

Usefulness for Various Purposes

Very
Useful

Somewhat
Useful

Not At
All Useful

No
Response

Obtain overview

2

-

Look up facts

(]

Identify relevant literature

Identify individuals or inmstitutions

Update knowledge

Obtain new knowledge

e i K

Oobtain practical guidance

1
1
2
2
2
2
3

Other:

Need for Document of This Type

2 Very great

1 Moderately great

Not at all great

Overall Usefulness of Document

2
1

st e

It is a very useful document.

It is not unusually useful, but
it is worth having available.

its usefulness is too limited

to justify its publication.
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Nasgmant No. 00 Mass Media Tn Public Affairs Adult Education: A Review of the

Literature, liilton M. Power, ﬁévembéfﬁi9?b:_ (ED 042 075)

NCEC Unit: aAdult F@qiigigpiflearinghougg

Product Tvpe: Review ' lLevel of Effort Index: Low
Subject Cluster: Special and Other Educational Visibility Index: Low
Groups -

GENERAL FIELD SURVEY (N=o6)

FAMILIARITY
11 % Previously Read/Skimmed 9 % Only Heard About/Seen 80 7% Not Seen/Read
RECENCY COF READING
(N=7)
0 % Within past month 29 % Within past 6 months
0 % Within past 3 months 71 % More than 6 months ago
COMMENTS

SPECIALISTS' SURVEY (N=3)

RECENCY OF READING

(N=0)
_ Within past month Within past € months
______ Within past 3 months Mrre than 6 months ago
_ _ Cannot recall
COMMENTS

e No operational definitions of wmat author talks abour. Hoat references old.
Confuses wethods and subject. Bibliograrhy obsclete and une organization. Inaccurate
typing. No conclusions or recommendations.

e Recent developments in CATV, EVN & cassettes not menticned at all--understandably
because of date of the publication; these areas of great concern to those in the field
and should be developed in future publications on mass media.

» Document useful for bringing together body of survey research material, but
material rather limited and no critical analysis. Avoids problem icdentification
and suggesting areas of needed research...if these functions beyond purpose of such

a review, then purpose should be re-examined. ..nun-critical surveys assentially
mindless exercises.
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(Document 20  continued)

READER EVALUATIONS (n=

b
QUALITY UTILITY
Reference Reference
Mean Mean Mean Mean
Coverage Relevance
Up-~to-dateness Need
Organization Comparative usefulness v
Writing Purpose of use:
Format Obtain overview
Discussion Look up facts
Reference Identify individuals
~ Percentage Percentage Tdentify relevant
Length: literature
About right Update knowledge
Too long Obtain new
Too short knowledge
IMEACT

Percentage Reference Percentage

Used to make decision

Applied in my work

Used to give advice

Examined other documents

Consulted with gmthor(s) or others

Passed document on to colleague(s)

NON-READER EVALUATIONS (N=53)

Utility Reasons for not reading:
(N=6)

High Medium Low

Relevance 28% 47% 25% Q0 % Could not readily obtain a copy
Potential 23 43% 34% 33 X Not sufficiently interested
usefulness -

0 R Lack of time
_ 50 % Other

ERIC B L3




(Document 20 continued)
SPECIALISTS' EVALUATIONS (N=3;
QUALITY
Excellent Good Fair Poor Applﬁzzble Resggnse
Choice of author 1 1 1
Selection of 1 1 1
content/material
Choice of references 1 1 1
Inclusion of current 1 2
material
Accuracy 2 1
Interpretation 1 2
Organization 1 2
Organization of 1 1 1
references
| Format.. 1 2 e
Writing 2 1
UTILITY
Would you recommend to colleagues? ﬁsefulness for Various Purposes
Yes 1 No 2 '
Tf yes: Very Somewhat Not At No
Purpose of Use Useful Useful All Useful Response
Obtain overview 1
Look up facts 1
Identify relevant literature 1
Identify individuals or imstitutions 1
Update knowledge 1
Obtain new knowledge 1
Obtain practical guidance 1
Other:
Need for Document of This Type Overall Usefulness of Document
2 Very great It is a very useful document.
1+ Moderately great 2 It is not unusually useful, but
Nt at all great it is worth having available.
1 Tts usefulness is too limited
to justify its publication.
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Document No. 21 Orientation Approaclivs to Increase Student Awareness of
Occupational Options, Nancy Sloan, November 1969. (ED 033 255)

NCEC Unit: Counseling and Personnel Services Clearinghouse
Product Type: Bibliograpb, Level of Effort Index: Low
Subject Cluster: Instructional Content Visibility Index: Low

GENERAL FIELD SURVEY (N=95)

FAMILTARITY
6 % Previously Read/Skimmed 16 % Only Heard About/Seen _ 78 % Not Seen/Read

RECENCY OF READING
(N=6)
0 % Within past month 0 % Within past o months

33 % Within past 3 months 67 % More than 6 months ago

e et ¢

COMMENTS '

. READERS:. Researcher: . .was helpful .in.research for developing a new. proj ect (CCEM). _ | ..

NON-READERS: College Admin: Primary concern is with occupational optioms of
university students. Counselor: we have state program which provides material of
this nature...a call will bring representative with all pertinent material to work

with school.

SPECIALISTS' SURVEY (N=3)

RECENCY OF READING

(N=1)
1 Within past month Within past 6 months
Within past 3 months ____ More than 6 months ago
Cannot recall
COMMENTS

e Paper needed an introduction describing organization and purpose. Very important
document for school counselors. ’

e Helpful to have had initial statement of overall purpose and rationale. Poor
format--no introduction, summary, or conclusion.

e Comprehensive; 'highly readable. ERIC is serving its purpose by providing documents
of this nature, timeliness, quality, and general value.
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(Document 21 continued)

READER EVALUATIONS (N=

*
QUALITY
Reference
Mean Reference Mean Percentage Percentage
Coverage No. of references:
Up-to-dateness About right
Organization Too many
Format Too few
Textual material
UTILITY
Mean Reference Mean
Relevance
Need
e P comparative.-usefulness O - e e = s s e P
Reference
Purpose of use: Percentage Percentage
To identify documents on barticular topics
To identify documents on particular projects
' To identify documents by particular individuals
To identify documents from particular imnstitutions
To perform comprehensive search of literature
To see kinds of new work being reported
[ g
IMPACT
Were cited documents examined? Yes Was content of cited
document(s) as expected
from bibliographic
reference? Yes £ No %
NON-READER EVALUATIONS (N=74)
Utility Reasons for not reading:
(N=15)
High Medium Low
Relevance 50% 38z 9% 47 % Could not readily obtain a copy
Potenziiiess 36% 42% 20% 33 Z Not sufficiently interested
usetu 0 Z Lack of time
7 % Other
26 56



(Document 21 continued)

SPECIALISTS' EVALUATIONS (N=3)

-

QUALITY
‘ Not No
Excellent Good Fair Poor Applicable| Response
Choice of author X 1 1
Selection of
1 2
content/material ]
! Choice of references 1 1 1
b
Inclusion of current 1 1 1
material
Accuracy 1 1 1
Interpretation 1 2
Organization 1 1 1
Organization of 5 1
references
—— e _Fomat i e s . [ . l . . . PR PR ,l._ O S l. .- —
Writing 1 2
UTILITY
' ! = 2 .
Would you recommend to colleagues: Usefulness for Various Jurposes
Yes 2 No 1 '
If yes: , Very Somewhat Not At No
Purpose of Use 1 Useful Useful All Useful] Response
Obtain overview - 2
Look up facts 1 1
Identify relevant literature 2
Identify individuals or imstitutions 2
Update knowledge 1
Obtain new knowledge 2
Obtain practical guidance 2
Other:
Need for Document of This Type Overall Usefulness of Document
%
2 Very great 2 It is a very useful document.
1 Moderately great 1 It is not unusually useful, but
Not at all great it is worth having available.
Its usefulness is too limited
to justify its publication.

s o €
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Document No. 22 A Set of Generalizations and Implications...: Guidance and
Student Services for the Culturally Differemt, G. R. Walz,
D. K, Harrison, March 1970. (ED 037 596)

NCEC Unit: Counseling and Personnel Serviccs Clearinghouse

Product Type: Practical Guidance Paper Level of Effort Index: Low

Subject Cluster: Special and Other Educational Visibility Index: Medium
Groups

GENERAL FIELD SURVEY (N=100)

FAMILIARITY
13 7% Previously Read/Skimmed 17 % Only Heard About/Seen 70 7 Not Seen/Read

RECENCY QOF READING
(N=13)
8 7 Within past month 15 7% Within past 6 months

31 % Within past 3 months 46 7% More than 6 months ago
COMMENTS

READERS: Prog. Spec: I work in a Me-ican community on a volunteer basis...aided in |

understdnding.” Counselor: kept me aware of current studies and thoughts, but
made it necessary to look further. Researcher: Incorporated information and %deas
into teaching structures. College Prof: small, rural community college doesn't

face problems discussed im publication...may be fine for large urban areas.

SPECIALISTS' SURVEY (N=2)
: RECENCY OF READING

| (N=0)
Within past month Within past 6 months
Within past 3 months ; More than 6 months ago
Cannot recall
COMMENTS

e |V depend too much in guidance and counseling on these kinds of checklists--in
lieu of thought! Much of the implication work realfy trite...much of the "writing"
pretty obscure. ' .

e Strength was ability to draw feasible implications. Very easy to read. Series
useful for identifying poblems that culturally different people face adjusting to
new situations. Implications, if implemented, could be of great value to the
culturally different.
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(Document 22 continued)

READER EVALUATIONS (N=13)

QUALITY UTILITY
Reference . Reference
Mean Mean Mean Mean
Coverage 2.00 2.43) Relevance 2.54 (2.67)
Up-to-dateness 2.92 2.77) Need - 2.15 (2.35)
Organization 2-23 2.33) Compargéige usefulness 231 (2.52)
Writing 2.38 (2.53) Purpose of\use:
Format 2.69 2.74) Obtain overview 2.56  (2.54)
Discussion 2.08 2.30) Look up facts 2.0 (2,20
Reference Identify individuals 2.23 (2:12)
.\ .. Tercentage Tercentdgé |  ygeneify velevant . 2,38 . (2.26) . |
Length: literature
About right  09% (8379 | Update knowledge 2:46 (241
Too long _8% (_47%) ) Obtain new 2.23 (2.18)
Too short _8% (_8% knowledge

IMPACT
Percentage Reference Percentage
Used to make decision 31% (23%)
Applied in my work 69% (65%)
Used to give advice | 38% (43%)
Examined other documents 23% (27%)
Consulted with author(s) or others 0% (_6%
Passed document on to colleague(s) - 11% (29%)
NON-READER EVALUATIONS (x=70)
Utility Reasons for not reading:
(N=17)
High Medium Low
Relevance 47% 47z _6% 41 % Could not readily obtain a copy
Potential 6% 41% 11% 29 ¥ Not sufficiently interested
usefulness 12 % Lack of time
6 ¥ Other
99




(Document 22

Lo

continued)}

SPECIALISTS' EVALUATIONS (N=2)
QUALITY
Excellent Good Fair Poor Applfzzble Res;SnSe
Choice of author 1 1
Selection of 1 1
content/material .
Choice of references 2
Inclusion of current 1 1
material
Accuracy 2
Interpretation 1 1
Organization 1 A} r
Organization of )
references
Format S 1 o
Writing 1 1 -
UTILITY
Would you recommend to colleagues? Usefulness for Various Purposes
Yes 1 No 1
If yes: Very Somewhat Not At No
Purpose of Use Useful Useful All Useful Response
Obtain overview 1
Look up facts 1
Identify relevant literature 1
Identify individuals or institutions 1
Update knowledge 1
Obtain new knowledge 1
Obtain practical guidance 1
Other: JIdentifvy new directions 1
)
Need for Document of This Type Overall Usefulness of Document
Very great It is a very useful document.
2 Moderately great 1 It 1is not unusually useful, but
____ Not at all great it is worth having availgble.
1 Its usefulness is too limited
to justify its publication.
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Document No. 23 Career Guidance Practices in School and Community,
lorraine S. Hansen, et ai., 1970. (ED 037 595)

NCEC Unit: Counseling and Personnel Services Clearinghouse
Product Type: Review Level of Effort Index: Medium*
Subject Cluster: Educational Administration Visibility Index: Medium

and Services

GENERAL FIELD SURVEY (N=123)

FAMILIARITY
8 % Previously Read/Skimmed 16 % Only Heard About/Seen /2 % Not Seen/Read

RECENCY OF READING
(N=11)
9 7 Within past month 27 7% Within past 6 months

9 % Within past 3 months 55 % More than 6 months ago
COMMENTS

_ _READERS: . College Admin: I am a placement director...found helpful for.my own
information. College, Prof: used as basic reference in graduate progam...great need
for continuing publi®tions of this nature...also updating of this material.

NON-READERS: Counselor: I may have skimmed it...very difficult to recall all
these documents. Counselor: material not readily accessible and lack of time.

-

SPECIALISTS' SURVEY (N=3)

RECENCY OF READING

(N=1)
Within past month Within past 6 months
1 Within past 3 months - More than 6 months ago
Cannot recall
COMMENTS

e First-rate publication. Inputs excellent. Author, ERIC consultants, NVGA to
be commended highly. Very comprehensive.

e Sovrge material for document reported uncritically. Too much summarization of
documents with no evaluation. Title implies coverage of community career guidance;
primary emphasis was on public school.

e Well written, readable. Bibliographic references a strength of the document.
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(Documant 23  continued)
READER EVALUATIONS (N= 11)
QUALITY UTILITY
Reference Reference
Mean Mean Mean Mean
Coverage 2.55 (2.50) Relevance 2.73 (2.72)
Up-to-dateness 3.00 (2.8D Need 2.45 (2.33
o Organization 2.36 (2.3D Comparative usefulness 2.55 (2.58)
Writing 2.64 (2.51 Purpose of use:
Format 2.91 (2.72) Obtain overview 2.36 (2.63)
Discussion 2.36 (2.32) Look up facts 2.355 (2.20
Reference Identify individuals 2.27 (2.13)
Percentage Percentage Identify relevant
- Length: literature L2 (2:39)
About right 91% (82%) Update knowledge 2.63 (2.47)
Too long _0x (_4%) Obtain new 2.27 (2.14)
Too short 9% (10%) knowledge T
IMPACT
Percentage Reference Percentage
Used to make decision 187% (18%)
Applied in my work 91% (69%)
Used to give advice 3% T (427
Examined other documents - 36% } (32%)
Consulted with author(s) or others 36% (8%
Passed document on to colleague(s) 35% (46%)
NON-READER EVALUATIONS (N=92)
N
Utstlity Reasons for not reading:
(n= 20)
High Medium Low
Relevance 20% 37% 13% 40 % Could not readily obtain a copy
Potential 7% 40% 23% 35 % Not sufficiently interested
usefulness - 5 % Lack of time
10 % other

ERIC - 102 1o




(Document .3 coatinued)

SPECIALISTS' EVALUATIONS (N=3)
QUALITY
Excellent Good l Fair Poor Not No
Applicable] Response
Choice of author 2 1
Selection -of 2 ]
content/material -
Choice o0f references 2 1
Inclusion cof current 2 1
material
Accuracy 1 2
Interpretation 2 1
Organization 2 1
Organization of 5 !
references
Format 1 2
Writing 1 )
UTILIY
Would you recommend to colleagues? Usefulness for Various Purposes
Yes 3 No
If yes: Very Somewhat Not At No
Purpose of Use Useful Useful All Useful] Response
Obtain overview 3
Look up facts 1 2
Identify relevant literature 2 1
Identify individuals or institutions 2 1
Update knowledge 3
Obtain new knowledge 2 1
Obtain practical guidance 2 1
Other:
Need for Document of This Type Overall Usefulness of Document
2 Very great 2 It is a very useful document.
1 Moderately great 1 It is not unusually useful, but
Yot at all great it is worth having available.
_____ Its usefulness 1is too limited
to justify its publication.
103
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Document No. 24 Recruiting the Hard-To-Fmp:cy, Pursonnel Services Review, Series 2,
Perspeciives on Traindng rie NMsngvantaged:  The Hard-To-Fmplov,
PDon K. Harrisen, May 1970. (&D U38 560)
NCEC Unit: Counseling and Personnel Services Clearinghouse
Product Type: Practical Guidance laper Level ¢f Effort Index: Mediuwm
Subject Cluster: Special and Other Educational Visibility Index: Llow

Groups

GENERAL FIELD SURVEY (N=45)

FAMILTARITY
2 % Previously Read/Skinmed 7 % Only Heard About/Seen 91 % Not Seen/Read
RECENCY OF READING
(N=1)
0 7 Within past month Q % Within past 6 months
100 % Within past 3 months Q % Mcre than 6 months ago
COMMENTS

SPECIALISTS' SURVEY (N=2)

RECENCY OF READING

(N=0)
Within past month Within past 6 months
___ Within past 3 months __ More than 6 months ago
Cannot recall
COMMENTS

e Superficial; teco brief; overly repetitious of one or twe or three ideas. Looks
like a public relations brochure.

e Authcr did not do his homework. Several important omissions...references
inadequate. Might be useful to small emplover not having an employment specialist.
There are better references for [representative efforts of] ERIC.




(Document 24 continued)

READER EVALUATIONS (N=

QUALITY
Reference
Mean Mean

Coverage -~

Up~-to—-dateness

Organization

Writing f

Formast

Discussion
Reference

Percentage Percentage

UTILITY

Reference
Mean Mean

Relevance

Need

Comparative usefulness

Purpose of use:
Obtain overview
Look up facts
Identify individuals
Identify relevant

Lerigth: literature
About right Update knowledge
Too long Obtain new
Too short knowledge

IMPACT

Used to make decision

Applied in my work

Used to give advice

Examined other documents

Consulted with author(s) or others

Passed document on to colleague(s)

Percentage Reference Percentage

NON-READER EVALUATIONS (N=41)

Utilit Reasons for not reading:
High Medium Low (= 3)
Relevance 344 247 alz 0 % Could not readily obtain a copy
Potential 29% 22% 467 100 7 Not sufficiently interested
fulne
useluiness O % Lack of time
0 % Other
. 105
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SPECIALISTS' EVALUATIONS (N=2)

QUALITY

(Document 24

continued)

Excellent

Good

Fair

Poor

Not

Applicable

No
Response

Choice of author

1

Selection of
content/material

Choice of references

o

Inclusion of current
material

[ ed

[

Accuracy 1

Interpretation

Organization

e e

Organization of 1
references

Format

b~ 9

Writing 1

UTILITY

Yes No 2

————

If yes:

1
<

Purpose of Use

Would you recommend to colleagues?

Usefulness for Various Purposes

Very
Useful

Somewhat
Useful

Not At
All Useful

No
Response

Obtain overview

-
1.ok up facts

-

Identify relevant literature

Update knowledge

Identify individuals or institutions

‘Obtain new knowledge

Obtain practical guidance

Other:

Need for Document of This Type

1  Very great

1 Moderately great

Not at all great

Overall Usefulness of Document

————

et

2

It-is a very useful document.

It is not unusually useful, but
it 1s worth having available.

Its usefulness is too limited
tc justify its publication.
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Document No. 25 The Hard-To-Employ--Who are they? Personnel Services Review,
Series 2, Perspectives on Training the Disadvantaged: The Hard-
To-Employ, D. K. Harrison & D. R. Brown, May 1970. (ED 038 559)

-

NCEC Unit: Counseling and Personnel Services Clearinghouse

Product Type: Practical Guidance Paper Level of Effort Index: Low

Subject Cluster: Special and Other ¥ducationai  Visibility Index: Low
Groups '

GENERAL FIELD SURVEY (N=36)

FAMILIARITY
6 7% Previouslv Read/Skimmed 8 % Only Heard About/Seen 86 7 Not Seen/Read
| RECENCY OF READING
- =2
0 % Within past month 0 % Within past 6 months
Q 7 Within past 3 months 100 %# More than 6 months ago
COMMENTS

L
SPECJALISTS' SURVEY (N=3)
RECENCY OF READING
(N=1)
Within past month ) Within past 6 months
Within past 3 months More than 6 months ago
: Cannot recall [No response = 1]
COMMENTS

e Very easy to read. Useful documént for high school counselors as well as those
mentioned.

e Biased report; lacks relationship to practice. Better quality documents of this
nature are in normal consumer magazine. Unsubstantiated generalizations. Little
attempt to relate generalizations to world of work. Easy to read. Topics clearly
identified. Interpretation inaccurate in relationship to title.

¢ Presentation and interpretation clear and straightforward. Material easy to read.
Provides working knowledge of the hard-to-employ.
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(Document 25 continued)

READER EVALUATIONS (N=

QUALITY UTILITY
Reference Reference
Mean Mean Mean Mean

Coverage Relevance
Up-to-dateness Need
Organization Comparative usefulness
Writing : Purpose of use:
Format Obtain overview
Discussion Look up facts

A Reference Identify individuals

Percentage Percentage Identify relevant

) Length: literature
About right Update knowledge
Too long Obtain new
" Too short knowledge
Percentage Reference Percentage
Used to make decision |
Applied in my work ,
Used to give advice a
Examined other documents éi#
Consulted with author(s) or others
Passed document on to colleague(s)
NON-READER EVALUATIONS (N=31)
; L
{ Utility - " Reasons for not reading:

N=3
High Medium Low (¥=3)

Relevance 8% 48% 23% 0 % Could not readily obtain a copy
Potential 325 32% 35% 33 % Not sufficiently interested
usefulness 33 % Lack of time
0 % Other

108 18



(Document 25 continued)
SPECTALISTS' EVALUATIONS (N=3)

QUALITY
Not No
Excellent Good Fair Poor applicable| Response
Choice of author 2 1
Selection of
1 1 “ 1
content/material -
Choice of references 1 1 1
Inclusion of current 1 i 1
material
A¥curacy 1 1 1
Interpretation 1 1 1 ‘
Organization 1
Organization of 1 1 1
references
Format 1 2
Writing 1 2
¢
UTILITY
' ?
Would you recommend to colleagues. Usefulness for Various Purposes
Yes 2 No 1
If yes: Very Somewhat Not At - No
Purpouse of Use Useful Useful All Useful]l Response
Obtain overview ' 2
Look up facts 2
Identify relevant literature 1 /41
Identify individuals or institutions 2
Update knowledge “ 1 1
Obtain new knowledge 1 - 1
Obtain practical guidance 1 1
Other:
Need for Document of This Type Overall Usefulness of Document
Very great 2 It is a very useful document.
3  Moderately great It is not unuswally useful, but
Not at all great it is worth having available.
1 Its usefulness is too limited
to justify its publication.
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Document No. 26 Innovations in the Training and Supervision of Counselors:

Simulation Gaming, Personuel Services Review, Series 1, Susan F.
Kersh, March 1970. (ED 036 671)

NCEC Unit: Counseling and Personnel Services Clearinghouse

Product Type: Practical Guidance Paper Level of Effort Index: Medium

Subject Cluster: Higher Education Visibility Index: Low

%

GENERAL FIELD SURVEY (N=69)

FAMILIARITY
9 % Previously Read/Skimmed 10 % Only Heard About/Seen 81 % Not Seen/Read

RECENCY OF READING
| (N=6)
17 7% Within past month 33 7 Within past 6 months

0 % Within past 3 months 50 % More than 6 months ago
COMMENTS ‘

»

SPECIALISTS' SURVEY (N=3)
‘ RECENCY OF READING

(N=1)
Within past month 1 Within past 6 months
Within-past 3 months More than 6 months ago
y Cannot recall
COMMENTS

e Accurate, but not specific or complete enough. Ideas needed clearer transitions.
Could have explained many areas and games more completely. More references to be
considered, such as micro-counseling and recall.

e Recommend it strongly. Outline format causes it to read a bit choppy.

e Authorship satisfactory but could have been more informed. Might; have sought
a little more outside review and input reaction before printing.

, 1iV
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(Document 26 continued)

READER EVALUATIONS (N=

UALITY UTILITY
Reference Reference
Mean Mean Mean Mean

Coverage Relevance
Up-to-dateness Need
Organization Comparative usefulness
Writing Purpose of use:
Format " Obtain overview
Discussion Look up facts

Reference Identify individuals

Percentage  Percentage

Identify relevant

Length: literature
About right Update knowledge
Too long Obtain new
Too short knowledge

IMPACT

Percentage Reference Percentage

Used to make decision

Applied in my work

Used to give advice

Examined other documents

Consulted with author(s) or others

Passed document on to colleague(s)

NON-READER EVALUATIONS (N=56)

Utility : Reasons for not reading:
(N=7)
. High Medium Low
Relevance 417% 48% _9% 29 % Could not readily obtain a copy
Potential 38% 48% 14% 29 % Not sufficiently interested
usefulness — - -

14 % Lack of time
0 2 Other

111
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SPECIALISTS' EVALUATIONS (N=3)

(Document <6

continued)

QUALITY
Excellent Good Fair Poor Appsz:ble Resggnse

Choice of author 1 1 1
Selection of 1 2

content/material
Choice of references 2 1 N
Inclusion of current

material 2 1
Accuracy 2 1
Interpretation 2
Organization 1
Crapiaation o 1 1 :
Format 1 -
Writing 1 1 B

vriLity N
Would you recommend to colleagues? Gzefulness for Various Purposes
Yes 3 No
1f yes: Very Somewhat Not At No
Purpose of Use Useful Useful All Useful Response

Obtain overview 2 1
Look up facts 1 2
Identify relevant literature 2 1
Identify individuals or institutions 1 2
Update knowledge 1 2
Obtain new knowledge 2 1
Obtain practical guidance 2 1
Other:
Need for Document of This Type Overall Usefulness of Document

3 Very great 2 It is a very useful document.

Moderately great 1 It is not unusually useful, but

——

Not at all great

it is worth having available.

Its usefulness is too limited
to justify its publication.

P o 1
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Document No. 27 Innovations in the Training and Supervision of Counselors: Micro-
Counseling, Personnel Services Review, Series 1, Juliet V. Miller,

March 1970. (ED 036 672)

NCEC Unit: Counseling and” Personnel Services Clearinghouse

Product Type: Practical Guidance Paper Level of Effort Index: Medium

Subject Cluster: Higher Education Visibility Index: Low

GENERAL FIELD SURVEY (N=55)

FAMILIARITY
11 % Previously Read/Skimmed 13 % Only Heard About/Seen 76 % Not Seen/Read

RECENCY OF READING
. - (N=6)
17 7% Within past month 17 % Within past 6 months

17 7% Within past 3 months 50 7% More than 6 months ago
COMMENTS

LN

READERS: Counselor: most of the material is excellent. Counselor: used for

training aspects. -~
SPECIALISTS' SURVEY (N=3) ~
RECENCY OF READING
(N=0)
Within past month Within past 6 months
Within past 3 months | More than 6 months ago
Cannot recall
COMMENTS

¢ Topic has appeal. Would be read by more profossionals and trainees if authored
by recognized leader in the field. Content rather narrow in scope. Bibliography
not representative of work done on this topic in other areas of instruction. Enough
to whet the appetite, but not thorough enough for broad use!

e A good springboard document that could get some started on further reading.

¢ Not an easy subject...the points were very clear. I belleve every counselor
educator should acquire this document.
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(Document 27 continued)

READER EVALUATIONS (N=

Reference
Mean Mean

Coverage
Up~-to-dateness
Organization
Writing

Format
Discussion

Refarence
Percentage Percentage

Length:
About right
Too long

Too short

UTILITY

Reference
Mean Mean

Relevance
Need
Comparative usefulness
Purpose of use:
Obtain overview
Look up facts
Identify individuals

Identify relevant
literature

ﬁpdate knowledge

Obtain new
knowledge

Used to make decision

Applied in my work

Used to give advice

Examined other documents

Consulted with author(s) or others

Passed document on to colleague(s)

IMPACT

Percentage Reference Percentage

NON-READER EVALUATIONS (N=42)

Utility Reasons for not reading:
High  Medium Low =7
Relevance 48% 457 7% 43 % Could not readily obtain a copy
Potential 45% 38% 14% 0 2 Not sufficiently interested
usefulness o T o 0 X Lack of time
14 X Other
114
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(Document .7 continued’

SPECIALISTS' EVALUATIONS (N=%)

QUALITY
Excell Good Fai p Not "
xcellent ©° air oot Applicable| Response
Choice of author 1 1 1
Selection of 5 1
content/material - .
Choice of references 1 2 i
—
Inclusion of current . . } !
material -
Accuracy 2 1
Interpretation 2 1
Organization 2 1
Organization of " 1
references
Format 2 1
& Vriting 2 1
UTILITY
Would d 11 ?
ould you recommend Lo colleagues Usefulness for Various Purposes
Yes 3 No
I res '
[ yes Very Somewhat Nor At No
Purpose of Use Useful Useful All Useful Response
Obtain overview 3
Lecok up facts 1 2
Identify relevant literature 2 1
Identify individuals or institutions 2 1
Update knowledge 1 2
Obtain new knowledge 1 2
Obtain practical guidance 1 2
Other:
Need for Document of This Type Overall Usefulness of Document
2 Very great 2 It is a very useful document.
1 Moderately great 1 It is not vnusually useful, but
Not at all great it is worth having available.
Its usefulness is too limited
to justify its publication.
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Document No. 28  ERIC-IRCD Resources on the School Dropout, ERIC-IRCD Urban

Disadvantaged rories, #14, adelaide Jabionsky, April 1970,
(ED 037 589)
NCEC Unit: Disadvantaged Clearinghouse
Product Tvpe: Bibliography Level of Effort Index: Medium
Subject Cluster: Special aund Other Educatiomal Visibility Index: Low
Groups
GENERAL FIELD SURVEY (N=40)
FAMILIAKRITY
77 Previously Read/Skimmed 15 % Only Heard About/Seen 77 % Not Seen/Read
RECENCY OF READING
(N=3)
~Q_« within past month 33 % Within past 6 months
67 % Within past 3 months 0 % More than 6 months ago
COMMENTS

NON-READERS: Unclass: have seen no reference to this one, although I know earlier
documents on disadvantaged.

SPECIALISTS' SURVEY (N=2)

RECENCY OF READING

(N=0)
. ~ Within past mcnth ___ Withi pas 6 months
~___ Within past 3 months __More han ¢ months ago
Cannot recalil
COMMENTS

e Some philosophic treatment of education for all would be useful addi<ion. Status
of Parkway Project of Philadelpnia. Harlem Prep School of N.Y.C., a. .. Jher
experiments would be of interest.

e Good, solid job. Could have added a section contrasting reform school vs.
reform student theses. Reference list a little pedestrian.
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(Document 28  continued)

READER EVALUATIONS (N=
QUALITY
Reference
Mean Reference Mean Percentage Percentage
Coverage No. of references: ’
Up~to-dateness About right
Organization Too many
Format  Too few
Textual material
UTILITY
Mean Reference Mean
Relevance -
Need
Comparative usefulness Ref erenc e
Purpose of use: Percentage Percentage
To identify documents on particular topics
To identify documents on particular projects
To identify documents by particular individuals
To identify documents from particular institutions
Te verforw comprehensive search of literature
To see kinds of new work being reported
IMPACT
Were cited documents examined? Yes Was content of cited
document(s) as expected
from bibliographic
. reference? Yes  %-No %
NON-READER EVALUATIONS (N=31)
Utiliey Reasons for not reading:
(N=6)
High Medium Low
Relevance 487 457 6% 17 % Could not readily obtain a copy
Poizggi?iess 26% 65% 10 50 Z Not sufficiently interested
0 Z Lack of time
0 % Other
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(Document 28 continued)

SPECIALISTS' EVALUATIONS (N=2)

QUALITY
. Not No
Excellent Good Fair Poor Applicable] Response
Choice of author 1 1
Selection of 1 1
content/material
Choice of references 1 1
Inclusion of current 2
material
Accuracy 2
~ | Interpretation 1 1
Organization 1 1
QOrganization of
1 1
references
Format 1 1
Writing 1 1
UTILITY
-—
t 1 ?
Would you recommend to colieagues Usefulness for Various Purposes
Yes 2 No -
If yes: Very Somewha t Net At No
Purpose of Use Useful Useful All Useful Response
Obtain overview : 2
Look up facts 1 1
Identify relevant literature 1 1
Identify individuals or institutions 2
Update knowledge 1 1
Obtain new knowledge 2
Obtain practical guidance 1 1
s 2
Other :
L
Need for Document of This Type Overall Usefulness of Document
1 Very great 2 It is a very useful document.
1 Moderately great It is not unusually useful, but
Mot at all great it is worth having available.
Its usefulness is too limited
to justify its publication.
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Document No. 29  The Job Corps: A Review cf the ERIC Literature, ERIC-IRCD Urban
Disadvantaged Series, Number 13, Adelaide Jahlonsky, March 1970,

(ED 036 662)

NCEC Unit: Disadvantaged (learinghouse

Product Type: Bibliography - Level of Fffort Index: lMedium

Subject Cluster: Special and Other FEducational Visibility Index: Low
: Groups

GENERAL FIELD SURVEY (N=44)

FAMILIARITY
9 % Previously Read/Skimmed 11 % Only Heard About/Seen _80 7% Not Seen/Read
RECENCY OF READING
(N=4)
0 % Within past month 0 7% Within past 6 months
0 % Within past 3 months 100 7% More than 6 months ago
COMMENTS

NON-READERS: Counselor: the Job Corps program has not been well received in my
area. CE

SPECIALISTS' SURVEY (N=2)

RECENCY OF READING

(N=0)
~___ Within past month Within past 6 months
- Within past 3 months More than 6 months ago
Cannot recall
COMMENTS

e Only a temporary measure re the dropout problem.

¢ Critics underrepresented...one-sided. A4nnotation excellent, but no actual
reviews of all manpower strategies.
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(Document 23 continued)

READER EVALUATIONS (N=
QUALITY \
= Reference
Mean  Reference Mean Percentage  Percentage
Coverage No. cof references:
Up-to-dateness About right
Organization Too many '
Format Tooc few’
Textual material
UTILITY
Mean Reference Mean
Relevance
Need
Comparative usefulness Ref erenc e
Purpose of use: «Percentage Percentage
To idegéify documents on particular topics
To identify documents on particular projects
To identify documents by particular individuals
To identify documents from particular institutions
To perform comprehensive search of literature
To see kinds of new work being reported
IMPACT
Were cited documents examined? Yes Was content of cited
document(s) as expected
ffom bibliographic .
reference? Yes __ X No 4
|
NON-READER EVALUATIONS (Ne3s5)
Utility ' Reasons for not reading:
(N=5)
High Medium  Low
Relevance 14% 497 37% ___ 0 % Could not readily obtain a copy
Poi:z;iiiess 177 317 L6% 80 % Not sufficiently interested
0 % Lack of time
__20 % Other
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(Document nggtr_contxnuvu)
SPECIALISTS' EVALUATIONS (N=2) .
QUALITY
. Not No
Excellent Good Fair Poor Applicable| Response
Choice of author 1 1
Selection of 2
content/material
Choice of references N 1
Inclusion of current 2
mater#al
Accuracy 1 - 1
Interpretation 2
Organization 2
Orgénization of 2
references
Format 2
Writing 2
UTILITY
Would you recommend to colleagues? Usefulness for Various Purposes
Yes 2 No
It yes: Very Somewhat Not At No
Purpose of Use Useful Useful All Useful Response
Obtain overview 1 1
Look up facts 1 1
Identify relevant literature 1 1
Identify individuals or institutipns 2
Update knowledge 2
Obtain new knowledge 1 1
Obtain practical guidance 1 1
Other: .
1
Newed for Document of This Type Overall Usefulness of Document
_____ Very great It is a very useful document.
2 Moderately great A,ﬁ' 2 It is not unusually useful, but
Mot at all great it is worth hgying available.
____Its vsefulness is tco limired
to justify its publication.
o
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Document No. 30 The Neighborhood Youth Corps: A Review of the ERIC Literature,
ERIC-IRCD Urban Disadvantaged Series, Number 12, Adelaiae

Jablonsky, March 1970. (ED 036 661)

NCEC Unit: Disadvantaged Clearinghouse

Product Type: Bibliography Level of Effort Index: Medium

Subject Cluster: Special and Other Educational Visibility Index: Low
Groups

GENERAL FIELD SURVEY (N=31)

FAMILIARITY
3 % Previously Read/Skimmed 19 % Only Heard About/Seen 77 % Not Seen/Read

RECENCY OF READING
(N=1)
0 % Within past month 0 % Within past 6 months
0

0 % Within past 3 months 10
COMMENTS

% More than 6 months ago

SPECIALISTS' SURVEY (N=2)

RECENCY OF READING
(%=0)
Within past month Within past 6 months

Al

___ Within past 3 months

Canncot recall

Mote than 6 months ago ©
COMMENTS \\
e The NYC can only serve as a temporary measure.

e Solid job. Omits critical reviews of youth employment programs...not complete.
Good annotations.
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(Document 30 continued)

READER EVALUATIONS (N=
QUALITY
, Reference
Mean Reference Mean Percentage  Percentage
Coverage No. of rererences:
Up-to-dateness About rigat
Organization Too many
Format Too few .
Textual material
T
UTILITY
Mean Reference Mean
Relevance
Need
Comparative usefulness Refer;nce
Purpose of use: Pércentagg Percentage
To identify documents on particular topics
To identity documents on particular projects
To‘idéntify documents by particular individuals
To identify documents from particular institutions
To perform comprehensive search of literature
To see kinds of new work being reported
IMPACT
Were cited documents examined? Yes Was content of cited
document(s) as expected
from bibliographic
reference? Yes % No %
NON-READER EVALUATIONS  (N=15)
Utility N E Reasons for not ré;ding:
" (N=0)
High  Medium Low
Relevance 21% 467 337 0 % Could not readily obtain a ~copy
Poszzziiiess 17% 217 637 50 Z Not sufficiently interested
O % Lack of time
- 17 X Other
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(Document 30

continued)

SPECIALISTS' EVALUATIONS (§=2)
QUALITY
Excellent Good Fair Poor Appl?gzble Rosggnsu

Choice of author 2

Selection of ?
content/material

Choice of references 2

Inclusion of current 2
material

Accuracy 1 1

Interpretation 2

Organization 2

Organization of ’
references

Format 2

Writing 2

UTILITY
Would you recommend to colleagues? Usefulness for Various Purposes
Yes 2 No
It yes: Very Somsewhat Not At No
Purpose of Use Useful Useful All Useful Response

Obtain overview 1 1 - ‘

Look up facts 1 1

Tdentify relevant literature 1 1

Identify individuals or institutions 1 1

Update knowledge 2

Obtain ;;w knowledge 1 1

Obtain practical guidance 1 1

Other:

Need for Documeat of This Type Overall Usefulnmess of Document
___ Very great It is a very useful document.
2 Moderately great 1 1t is not unusually useful, but

Not at all great it is worth having available.
___ Its usefulness is too limited
to justify its publication.

bt &
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Document No. 3} School Dropout Programs: A Review of the ERIC Literature,
ERIC-1RCD Urban Disadvantaged Series, Number 10, Adelaide

Jablonsky. (ED 035 779)

NCEC Unit: Disadvantaged Clearinghouse

Product Type: Bibliography Level of Effort Index: Medium

Subject Cluster: Specizl and Other Fducational Visibility Index: Low
Groups

GENERAL FIELD SURVEY (N=36)

FAMILTIARITY
11 % Previously Read/Skimmed 11 % Only Heard About/Seen 78 7 Not Seen/Read
' RECENCY OF READING
(N=4)
0 % Within past month 50 % wWithin past 6 months
0 % Within past 3 months 50 % More than 6 months ago
COMMENTS

-

NON-READERS: Researcher: obtained for a person writing a project on Indian dropouts.
Prog. Spec: did not deal specifically with questions I had to answer.

SPECIALISTS' SURVEY (N=2)

RECENCY OF READING

(N=0) -
____ Within past month Within past 6 months
Within past 3 months More than 6 months ago
' Cannot recall
COMMENTS

e Succinct, substantial. Slightly one-sided.

¢ Needed additional helpful content. Many listed programs phased out.
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(Document 31 continued)

READER EVALUATIONS (N=
QUALITY
Reference
Mean  Reference Mean Percentage Percentage
Coverage No. of references:
Up~-to-dateness About right
‘Organization Teo many
Format Too few
Textual material
UTILITY
Mean Reference Mean
Relevance
Need
Comparative usefulness Reference
Purpose of use: Pcrcentage Percentage
To identify documents on particular topics
To identify documents on particular projects
To identify documents by particular individuals
To identify documents from particular institutions |
To perform comprehensive search of literature ‘
To see kinds of new work being r2ported
IMPACT
Were cited documents examined? Yes Was content of cited
document {s) as expected
from bibliographic
reference? Yes % No %
NON-READER EVALUATIONS (Ne=;g)
Utility Reasons for not reading:
(N=4)
High Medium Low
Relevance 43% 36% 21% __50 % Could not readily obtain a copy
Potential ——; _—L _—1 0z Not sufficiently interested
usefulness 32% 32% 36% 0 % Lack of time
__ 0 ¥ Other
A 126 S
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(Document 31

continued)

SPECIALISTS' EVALUATIONS (N=2)
QUALITY
Excellent Good Fair Poor Not ho
Applicable| Respomnsc

Choice of author 2

Selection of 2
content/material

Choice of references 1 1

Inclusion of current 1 1
material

Accuracy 1 1

Interpretation 4 2

Orgaﬁization 2

Organization of 5
references

Format 2

Writing v 1 1

¥ .

UTILITY
Would you recommend to colleagues? Usefulness for Various Purposes
Yes 2 No
It yes: Very Somewhat Not At , No
Purpose of Use Useful Useful All Useful]  Response

Obtain overview 2

Look up facts 2

Identify relevant literature 1 1

Identify individuals or institutions 2

Update knowledge 2

Obtain new knowledge 2 ]

Obtain practical guidance 2

Other:

Need for Document of This Type Overall Usefulness of Document
1 Very great It 1is a very useful document.
1 Moderately great 2 it is not unusually useful, but

Not at all great it is worth having available.
____ Its usefulness is too limited
to justify its publication.
— - §
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Document oo a0 fhe dchouol Drop-out: A Kevicw of LRI Literdtuic, CRIC IRCD
Urbar Disadvantaged Series, Number 9, Adelaide Jablonsky,
Mool 970, (FD 035 778)

NCEC Unit: Disadvautaped (learinghouse

Product Tvpe:  Biblilography Leyel of Effort Index: Meodum
)

Suhtect Cluster: Special and Other Fducational Vistbility Index: Low

Groups ‘
GENERAL FIELD SURVEY  (N= 39) . '

FAMILTARITY
10 % Previously Read/Skimmed 26 % Only Heard About/Seen __ 64 % Not Seen/Read
RECENCY OF READING
(N=4)

0 % Within past month 50 % Within past 6 months
25 % Within past 3 months £5 % More than 6 months ago
COMMENTS
I

SPECIALISTS' SURVEY (N=2)

RECENCY OF READING

(i=0)
Within past month ~ Withir. past 6 months
. Within past 3 montks _ More than 6 months ago
Cannot recall
COMMENTS

e Document makes a real contribution to store of knowledge dealifng with school
drop-outs across the country. Document useful aione or with the set.

e Dated. Could be more analytical.
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(Document 32 vcontinued)

READER EVALUATIONS (n=

QUALITY
Reference
Mean Reference Mean Percentage Percentage
Coverage No. of references:
| Up-to-dateness About right
Organization Too many
Format Too few
Textual material
UTILITY
- Mezn Reference Mean
Relevance
Need
‘Comparative usefulness Reference
Purpose of use: Percentage Percentage
To identify documents on particular topics
To identify documents on parficular projects
To identify documents by particular individuals
To identify documents from particular institutions
To perform comprehensive search of literature
To see kinds of new work being reported
IMPACT .
Were cited documents examined? Yes Was content of cited
document(s) as expected
from bibliographic
reference? Yes % No __ %
NON-READER EVALUATIONS (N=25)
Utiidity Reasomg for not reading:
(N=10)
High Medium Low
Relevance 60% 36% _4% 60 Z Could not readily obtain a copy
Poﬁzg;ﬁiiess 447 52% 4z 10 ¥ Not sufficiently interested
10 ¥ Lack of time
10 ¥ Other
129
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(Document 3?2 continued)

S?ECIALISTS’ EVALUATIONS  (n=2)
QUALITY
- , Not No
Excellent Good Fair Poor Applicable| Response
Choice of author 1 1
Selection of .
i 1 .
content/matarial
Choice of references 1 1
Inclusion of current 1 1
material
Accuracy 1 1
lnterpretation 1 1
Organization 1 1
Organization of 1 1
references '
Format 1 1 -
Writing 1 1
UTILITY
t ?
Would you recommend to colleagues Usefulness for Various Purposes
Yes 2 . No _
If yes: Very Somewhat Not At No
) Purpose of Use Useful Useful All Useful Response
" "1
S 1Ptain overview o BN 2
“Look up facts ,iﬁu 1 1
Identify relevant literature 1 1
Identify individuals or institutions 1 1
‘Update knowledge SO | 1
Obtain new knowledge 2
Obtain practical guidance 1 1
Other:
Need for Document of ?his TXP? Overall Usefulness of Document
2 Very great 1 It is & very useful document.
Moderately great 1 It is not unusually useful, but
Not at all great it is worth having available.
Its usefulness is too limited
to justify its publication.
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Document No. 33 The Schivol Yropost and, the World of Work: A Review of the ERIC
Literature, ERLC-IRCD Urban Disadvantagea Series, Number 11,
Adelaide Jablonsky, March 1970. (ED 035 780)

NCEC Unic: Disadvaud;gud Clearinghouse

Product Type: Bibliography Level of Efforgt Index: Medium

Subject Cluster: Special and Other Fducational Visibility Index: low
Groups <

GENERAL FIELD SURVEY (N=44)

FAMILIARITY
8 % Previously Read/Skimmed 22 % Only Heard About/Seen 70 % Not Seen/Read
RECENCY OF READING
(N=5) ‘
20 7% Within past month 60 % Within past 6 months
0 % Within past 3 months 20 % More than 6 months ago
COMMENTS '

READERS: Unclass: used in connection with our own Title VIIT project. Prog. Spec:
need more and better reports.

NON-READERS: Instr. Resources Spec: did not have specific need. Vocational
Educator: urban disadvantaged not realistic ir Wyoming. (ounselor: cost was
prohibitive. Researcher: not in position to use, or to influence others.

SPECIALISTS' SURVEY (N=2)
, RECENCY OF READING

(N=0)
Within past mouth Within past 6 months
Within past 3 months More than 6 months ago
’ Cannot recali
COMMENTS

e Too skimpy. One-sided.
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(Document 33 continued)

READER EVALUATIONS (N
QUALITY
Reference
Mean  Reference Mean Percentage  Percentage
Coverage » No. of references:
Up-to-dateness About right
Organization Too many
Formait Too few
Textual material
UTILITY
Mean Reference Mean
Relevance
Need
Comparative usefulness Reference
Purpose of use: Fercentage Percentage
To identify documents on particular topics
To identify documents on particular projects
To identify documents by particular individuals
To identify documents from particular institutions -
'To perform comprehensive search of literature
To see kinds of new work beimg reported
IMPACT
Were cited documents examined? Yes Was content of cited
document (s) as expected
from bibliographi
reference? Ye % No A )
NON-READER EVALUATIONS (N=45)
Utility Reasons for not reading:
(N=14)
High Medium Low -
Relevance 51% 33% 13% 29 % Could not readily obtain a copy
Poszzgiiiess 38% 387 20% _21 % Not sufficiently interested
__7 % Lack of time
_43 X Other
132
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(Document 33 continued)

SPECIALISTS' EVALUATIONS (N=2)
QUALITY
Excell Good Fai P Not No
xcellent o air ocor Applicable Response
Choice of author 2
Selection of 1 1
content/material
Choice of references 1 1
Inclusion of current 2
material
Accuracy 1 1
Interpretation 2
Organization 2
Organization of 1 1
references _ )
Format 2
Writing 2
UTILITY
1 / ?
Would you recommend to colleagues? Usefulness for Various Purposes
Yes 2 No
If yes: Very Somewhat Not At No
Purpose of Use Useful Useful All Useful|{ Response
Obtain overview 1 1
Look up facts 2
Identify relevant literature 2 '
Identify individuals or institutions 2
Update knowledge 2
Obtain new knowledge 2
Obtain practical guidance 2
Other:
Need for Document of This Type Overall Usefulness of Document
Very great It is a very useful document.
2 Moderately great 2 1t is not unusually useful, but
Not at all great it is worth having available.
Its usefulness is too limited
to justify its publication.
133
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Dégument No. 34 Immigrants aﬁd the Schools: A Review of Researgg, ERIC-IRCD

Urban Disadvantaged Series, Number 8, David K. Cohen
December 1969. (ED 033 263)

NCEC Unit: Disadvantaged Clearinghouse

Product Type: Review Level of Effort Index: Low
Subject Cluster: Special and Other Educational Visibilicy Index: High
Groups
GENERAL FIELD SURVEY (N=53)
FAMILIARITY
6 % Previously Read/Skimmed 2 % Only Heard About/Seun 92 % Not Seen/Read
RECENCY OF READING
(N=3)
33 % Within past month 33 % Within past 6 months
33 % Within past 3 months ¢ 0 % More than 6 months ago
COMMENTS

READERS: College Prof: recommended to public school personnel in my greduate
classes.

SPECTALISTS' SURVEY (N=3)

RECENCY OF READING

(N=0)
Within past month . Within past 6 months
Within past 3 months More than 6 months agc
’ Cannot recall
COMMENTS

e Interesting document. Relevant in light of IQ and achievement discrepancies
between blacks and Anglos.

e Subtopic headings would have provided greater clarity. Good job of analyzing
data used, but failure to interpret fully and relate findings to more recent and
extensive sociological and social psychology materials. Thus, the implications

seem not to be stated as emphatically as might have been.

e Document extremely useful though part of a larger whole which presumably by
now appears elsewhere.
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(Document 3=~ contiaued!?

READER EVALUATIONS  (w=

QUALLTY UTILITY
Rererence Reference
Mean — Mean Mean  _ Mean

Coverage Relevance
Up~-to~-dateness Need '
Organizatiocn Comparative usefulness
Writing : Purpose of use:
Format Obtain overview
Discussion Look up facts

Reference Identify individuals

Percentage Percentage

Identify relevant

Length: literature
About right Update knowledge
Too long Obtain new
knowledge
Too short
S —_ -
IMPACT

Percentage Reference Percentage

Used to make decision

Applie¢ in my work \
Used to give advice

Examined other documents ~
Consulted with author(s) or others

Pasged document on to colleague(s)

NON-READER EVALUATIONS (N=49)

Utility Reasons for not reading:
(N=1)
High Medium Low
Relevance 27% 61% 12% 0 % Could not readily obtain a copy
Poten;iil . 20 517 279 100 % Not sufficiently interested
usetulines 0 % Lack of time
0 % Other

N o
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{Document 24 contineed)

SPECIALISTS' EVALUATIONS (%<3

QUALITY
Not No
Ko e J o "
Excellent Good Faiz Feer Applicable{ Respousc
Choice of author 2 1
selection of 1 2
content/material
Choice of references | 1 1
Inclusion of current
1 i !
material
Accuracy 1 2
Interpretation 2 1
Organization 3
Organization of B, ) 1
references -
Formit : 2 1
Writing | 1 2
UTILITY
W . to ¢ ?
ould you recommend to colleagues Usefulness for Various Purposes
Yes 3 No
If : g
yes Very Somewhat Not At No
Purpose of Use Useful Useful All Useful Response
Obtain overview 3
—- —
Look up facts 1 2
Identify relevant literature 2 1
Identify individuals or institutions 2 1
Update knowledge 1 i 1 1
Obtain new knowledge 1 1 1 "
Obtain practical guidance 2 1
Other: To place argument in _ 1
historical context
Need for Document of This Type Overall Usefulness of Document
2 Very great 2 It 18 a very useful document.
1 Moderately great - 1 It is not unusually useful, but
Not at all great it 18 worth having available.
Its usefulness is too limited
to justify its publication.
Q
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Document No. 35 Education, Ethnicity, Geneties And TreeTTi0 0000 }h(b

SRR FEHE £ P ACY DS Ty rvvy: e ,
Fall 146%. (ED 037 519)
NCEC Unit: Disadvantaged Clearinghouse
Product Type: Review ievel of Fffart Index: Low

Subjoot Cluster Special und Other Educational Visibility Index: High

GTOUPS

- A e -

GENERAL FIELD SURVEY (= 128)

FAMIL1ARITY
29 T Previously Read, Skimmed 10 2 Only Heard About/Seen bl % Not Seen/Read
RECENCY OF READING
(N= 37)
27 % Wihin past month 11 % Within past 6 menths
_.2_ % Within past 3 months 27 % More than 6 months ago
COMMENTS

READERS: Researcher: subject continues to be very significant to my work. College
Admin: wused 1t as basis for helping teachars to analyze their behavior. College
Admin: served to increase my interest in compensatory education. College Prof:
influenced discussion and course work, particularly in "Theories of Instruction."
College Prof: helped to clarify my opinions. Counselor. used in classroom.
Special Educator: the wne yecu have pictured looks far more relevant than one |}
received about a year ago.  Researcher: somewhat bidased...Pro-Jensen articles

would have been helpful.

SPECIALISTS' SURVEY (N=1)

RECENCY OF READING

(N=1)
_______ Within past month .1 Within past 6 months
Within past 3 months .. More than 6 months ago
o cannot recall
COMMENTS

® Content relevant and minus emotional rhetoric. Very interesting and useful,
however, some references of historical nature were omitted.

® Articles should be concluded without continuing to later pPages. Charts and
drawings to explain some concepts might be added. Publication presents range of

reactions. More focus on issues could have been obtained. Some redundancies 1ip
content.

e Total picture is fuzzy. Could have profited greatly from good editing, or from
objective and concise editorial sumpary. Much prefer articles to be stacked back to
back, rather than intermittanrly continued on later Pages. How appropriate for ERIC
editor to prepare lead article, pPlus select reinforcing pupers? His biases show

ds strougly as do tliose of the target,
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(Document 35  continued)
READER EVALUATIONS (N=137,
QUALITY UTILITY
Reference Reference
Mean Mean . Mean Mean
Coverage <.57 (2.50) Relevance 2.76 (2.72)
Up- to-dateness 2.81 2.81) Need 2.51 (2.33)
Organtzation 2.40 (2.31) Comparative usefulness 2.62 (2.58)
Writing 2.57 (2.53) Purpose of use:
Format 2.78 (2.72) Obtain o.erview 2.62 (2.63)
Discussion 2.49 (2.32) Look up facts 2.22 (2.20)
Reference Identify individuals 2:22  (2.13)
Percentage  Percentage
Identify relevant 2,38 (2.36)
Length: literature
About right  86% (82% ) Update knowledge 2.54 (2.47)
Too lon 5% (&%) Obtain new
Too shoit :gﬁ é;&) knowledg 2 §;§§ (g;ié)
IMPACT
Percentage  Refereace Percentage
Used to make decision 08 (33%)
Applied in my work b2% (H2%)
Uséd to give advice 43% (42%)
Examined other documents 35 (1243
Consulted with author(s) or others Q3% (.5%)
Passed document on to colleague(s) 497% (#5%)
NON-READER EVALUATIONS (N=78)
Utildity Reasons for not reading:
High  Medium Low (N=13)
Re.evance 447 4d% 134 23 % Could not readily obtain a copy
 Potential 33% 447 23% 15 % Not sufficiently interested
usefulness 31 % Lack of time
15 % Other
ERIC S




(Document 35  continued)
SPECIALISTS' EVALUATIONS (N=3}
QUALITY
Not No
Excellent Good Fair Poor Applicable| Response
Choice of author 1 2
Selection of
content/material 1 1 1
Choice of references 3
Inclusicn of current
2 1
material
Accuracy 2 1
Interpretation 1 1 1 ‘
Organization 1 2
Organization of ) 3
references
Format 1 1 1
. Writing 1 1 1
UTILITY
W ?
ould you recommend to colleagues Usefulness for Various Purposes
Yes 3 No
If yes: Very Somewhat Not At No
Purpose of Use Useful Useful All Useful| Response
Obtain overview 2 1-
Look -up facts 2
ldentify relevant literature 3
Identify individuals or institutions 2 1
Update knowledge | 1 2
Obtain new knowledge 1 2
Obtain practical guidance 1 2
Other:
Need for Document of This Type Overall Usefulness of Document
2 Very great 1 It is a very useful document.
1 Moderately great 2 It is not unusually useful, but
Not at all great it is worth having available.
Its usefulness is too limited
to justify its publicatioen.
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Document No. 36 Medirs for Teaching Afro-American Studies, IRCD Bulletin, Vol. o,
Nos. 1 and 2, Adelaide .Jablonsky, Spring/Summer 1970.

NCEC Unit: Disadvantaged Clearinghouse

i

Product Type: Review Level of Effort Index: High
Subject Cluster: Instructional Content Visibility Index: High

GENERAL FIELD SURVEY (N=74)

FAMILIARITY

19 % Previously Read/Skimmed 9 % Only Heard About/Seen 72 % Not Seemn/Read
RECENCY OF READING
14 % Within past month | 29 % Within past 6 months
14 % Within past 3 months 43 7 More than 6 months ago
COMMENTS )

READERS: Researcher: good resource fo have avallable...they have been useful in

my work. College Prof: incorporated into courses taught and bibliographies used.
College Prof: kept me abreast of developments and materials relevant to my writing
in race relations. College Prof: in area of reading instruction, found it very
helpful to both myself and my undergraduates...need this kind of material for future
:lassroom teachers. Researcher: am encouraged to find a growing library of Afro-
American materials; only meagre offerings previously available. College Prof:
useful as resource for teacher educators and those in social science.

NON-READERS: Instr. Resources Spec: I have a good source of supply for this type
of information. College Prof: have used other ERIC documents on same subject.

SPECIALISTS' SURVEY (N=3)

RECENCY OF READING

(N=1)
Within past month = Within past 6 months
Within past 3 months A 1 More than 6 months ago
' " Cannot recall ,

COMMENTS

e Organization could be improved by arranging material according to some sort of
sequence. Document should be helpful to educators who need to become aware of what
media socurces are available. Material not designated as historical should be updated.

e Use or black graduate students to critique media materials results in interesting
interpretations which are thoughtful, if not unemoticnal. Not too many, and certainly
not enough such reviews available. Material was quite timely and generally balanced.
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(Document 36 continued)

READER EVALUATIONS (N=

QUALITY

Reference
Mean Jan

Coverage
Up~-to-dateness
OrganizationA
Writing

Format
Discussion

Reference
Percentage Percentage

L.ength:
About right
Too long

Too short

UTILITY

Reference
« Mean Mean

Relevance

Need

Comparative usefulness

Purpose of use:
Obtain overview
Look up facts
Identify individuals

Identify relevant
literature

Update knowledge

Obtain new
kncvledge

IMPACT
Percentage Reference Percentage
Used to make decision
Applied in my work
Used to give advice
Examined other documents
Consulted with author(s) or others
Passed document on to colleague(s)
NON-READER EVALUATIONS (N=53)
Utility Reasons for not reading:
N=7
High Medium Low ¢ )
Relevance 28% 497% 23% 14 % Could not readily obtain a copy
Potengiil 25% 42% 36% 29 % Not sufficiently interested
usetuiness 0 % Lack of time
29 Z Other
Q 141
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(Document 36 continued)
SPECIALISTS' EVALUATIONS (N=3)
QUALITY
Excellent Good Fair Poor Apple:ble Res?Znse

Choice of author 1 2
Selection of

content/material 1 2
Chéice of references 1 1 1
Inclusion of current 2 1

material
Accuracy 1 2
Interpretation 2 1
Organization Y 1 1
Organization of ’ .

references
Format 1 1 1
Writing 2 1

UTILI Y
Would you recommend to collergues? USefulneés for Various Purposes
Yes 3 No
Lf yes: Very Somewhat Not At No
Purpose of Use Useful Useful All Useful] Response
Obtain overview 3
Look up facts 2
Identify relevant literature 2 1
Identify individuals or institutions 3
Update knowledge 1 2
Obtain new knowledge 2 ! 1
Obtain practical guidance 2 [ 7) 1
Other: Excellent critique of its 1 T A
own saurces

Need for Document of This Type

3 Very great
Moderately great
Not at all great

Overall Usefulness of Document

_3

It 18 a very useful document.

It is not unusually useful, but
it 1s worth having available.

Its usefulness is too limited
to justify its publication.
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Document No. 37  Significant Trends in Education of the Disadvantaged,
ERIC-IRCD Urban Disadvantaged Series, Number 17,
Fdmund W. Gordon, August 1970. (ED 040 305)

NCEC Unit: Disadvantaged Clearinghouse

Product Type: Review Level of Effort Index: Low

Subject Cluster: Special and Other ‘Educational Visibility Index: High
Groups

<

GENERAL FIELD SURVEY (N=145)

| FAMILIARITY
15 % Previously Read/Skimmed 10 % Only Heard About/Seen 74 % Not Seen/Read

RECENCY OF READING
14 % Within past month 18 % Within past 6 months

18 % Within past 3 months 50 % More than 6 months ago
COMMENTS

READERS: College Prof: I used some of the information to help me think through
ideas about writing own paper on topic. College Prof: incorporated some information
into courses taught. College Prof: reinforced ideas about the area.

NON-READERS: Prog. Spec: had already read Dr. Gordon's book. Prog. Spec: Tread
some secticns.

SPECIALISTS' SURVEY (N=3)
RECENCY OF READING

(N=1)
Within past month _ Within pas® 6 months
Within past 3 months 1 More than 6 months ago
Cannot recall
COMMENTS

e Author a rocognized authority in this field of endeavor. Material selected very
much in forefront of discussion today in area of compeusatory education. Selection
of many outstanding papers and references in area of education for the disadvantaged

most noteworthy. Lack, in presentation of ideas, of coherently weaving together a
definitive conclusien.

e Discussion could have been expanded. Reader generally left to draw own conclusions.
More discussion of points made and documented could improve paper considerably.

e Format--side heads would facilitate ease of reading. Very well done.
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(Document 37 continued)

READER EVALUATIONS (N=22)

JRRUEUQUISUEIUU RO R I

QUALITY UTILITY
Reference Reference !
Mean Mean Mean Mean
Coverage 2.41 (2.50) Relevance 2.77 (2.72)
Up-to-dateness 2.64 (2.81) Need 2.09 (2.33)
Organization 2.32 (2.31) Comparative usefulness 2.36 (2:38)
Writing 2.45 (2.3 Purpose of use:
Format 2.64 (2.72) Obtain overview 2.55 (2.63)
Discussion 2.36 (2.32) Look up facts 2.14 (2.20) ‘
Reference Identify individuals 2.09 (2.13 ;
Percentage [Percentage Identify relevant 2.27 (2.36) i
Length: literature
About right  77% (82%) Update knowledge 2,59 (2.47)
Too long 9% (_4%) | Obtain new 2.00 (2.14)
Too short _9% (10%) knowledge . T
IMPACT
Percentage Reference Percentage
Used to make decision 14% (19%)
Applied in my work 647% (69%)
Used to give advice 32% (42%) v
Examined other documents 14% (32%)
Consulted with author(s) or others 0% (_8%)
Passed document on to colleague(s) 39% (46%) ¢

NON-READER EVALUATIONS (N=108)

Utility Reasons for not reading:
(N=15)
High Medium Low
Relevance 49% 41% 10% 53 2 Could not readily obtain a copy
Potential 40% 442 15% 13_ % Not sufficiently interested
usefulness % Lack of time
13 % Other

' Q . 1'. f
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(Document _;llv_continued)
SPECIALISTS' EVALUATIONS (N=3}
QUALITY
Not No
Excellent Good Fair Poor Applicable| Response
Choice of author 3
Selection of ) 1
content/material
Choice of references 3
Inclusion of current 3
material
Accuracy 3
Interpretaticn 1 1 1
Organization 1 2
Organization of
2 1
references
Format 3
Writing 1 2
UTILITY
?
Would you recommend to colleaguest Usefulness for Various Purposes
Yes 3 No
It yes: Very Somewhat Not At No
Purpose of Use Useful Useful All Useful] Response
Obtain overview 3
Look up facts 1 2
Identify relevant literature 3
Identify individuals or institutions 2 1
Update knowledge 3
Obtain new knowledge 1 2
Obtain practical guidance 1 2
Other:
Need for Document of This Type _ Overall Usefulness of Document
1 Very great 2 It is a very useful document.
2  Moderately great 1 It is not unusually useful, but
Not at all great it is worth having available.
Its usefulness is too limited
to justify its publication.
145
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Document No. 38  Mutability of Intelligence and Epidemiology of Mild Mental

Retardation, ERIC-IRGP Urban Disadvantaged Series, Number 18,
Zena Stein and Mervyn Susser, September 1970. (Reprint)

NCEC Unit: Disadvantaged Clearinghouse

Product Type: Review Level of Effort Index: Low

Subject Cluster: Special and Other Educational

Visibility Index: High
Groups

GENERAL FIELD SURVEY (N=107)

FAMILIARITY
8 7% Previously Read/Skimmed 10 % Only Heard About/Seen

RECENCY OF READING
(N=9)

81 % Not Seen/Read

33 % Within past 6 months

22 % Within past month
p 4

0 Within past 3 months

44 7% More than 6 months ago
COMMENTS

NON-READERS: College Prof: not teaching or researching in area at time and no
students working on related topics. Researcher: this part of our project was
handled by a psychologist. Researcher: limited literature budget.

SPECIALISTS' SURVEY (N=3)

RECENCY OF READING
(N=2)

Within past month 1 Within past 6 months

Within past 3 months 1 More than 6 months ago

Cannot recall
COMMENTS

® A most timely topic. Although authors both non-~educators, have discusced a

difficult subject in manner appropriate and useful for those seeking guidance and help.

e Omission of some significant references.

Very useful document...highly recommend
it.

e Very timely, Probably needs reinterpretation for laymen who tend to make policy.

(o)
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{(Document __ 38 continued)

READER EVALUATIONS (N=

UALITY UTILITY
Reference _ Reference
Mean Mean Mean Mean
Coverage Relevance
Up-to-dateness Need
Organization Comparative usefulness
Writing Purpose of use:
Format Obtain overview
Discussion Look up facts
Reference Identify individuals
Percentage Percentage Identify relevant

Length: literature

About right Update knowledge

Too long Obtain new

Too short knowledge

IMPACT
- Percentage Reference Percentage
Used to make decision
Applied in my work
Used to give advice
Examined other documents
Consulted with author(s) or others
Passed document on to colleague(s)
NON-READER EVALUATIONS (N=87)
Utility Reasons for not reading:
(N=11)
High Medium Low

Relevance 40% 41% 18% __36_% Could not readily obtain a copy
Potential 399 437 25% 18 % Not sufficiently interested

usefulness — - - 9% Lack of time

_36_% Other
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(Document _ 38 _ontinued)

SPECIALISTS' EVALUATIONS (N=3)

QUALITY
f Not No
Excellent Good Fair Poor Applicable| Response
Choice of author 2 1
Selection of 9 1
content/material
Choice of references 2 1
S Inclusion of current
3
material
Accuracy 3
Interpretation 3
Organization 3
Organization of 1 5
references
Format 2 1
Writing 1 2
UTILITY
: d ?
Would you recommend to colleagues Usefulness for Various Purposes
Yes 3 No
1 :
[ yes Very Somewhat Not At No
Purpose of Use Useful Usaful All Useful| Response
Obtain overview 3
Look up facts 2 1
Identify relevant literature 1 2
—
Identify individuals or institutions 2 1
Update knowledge 3
B
Obtain new knowledge 1 1 1
Obtain practical guidance 1 2
Other:
Need for Document of This Type Overall Usefulness of Document
3 Very great 3 it is a very useful document.
Moderately great It is not unusually useful, but
Not at all great it is worth having available.
Its usefulness is too limited
to justify its publication.
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Document No. 34 Multi-Fthnee Books Lo Head SLd;g Civd Jalest, HIiLL Soantopiatad
Literature, Doris White, July 1969, (FD 031 312)

NCEC Unit: Larly ¢hiildhood rducation Clearinghouse

Product Type: Bibliography Level of Effort Index: Mediun®
Subject Cluster: Special and Other Fducational  Vigibility Tadex: Medium
Groups
GENERAL FIELD SURVEY (n-151)
FAMILIARITY
9 % Previously Read/Skimmed 24 % Only Heard About/Seen 67 7 Not Seen/Read
RECENCY OF READING
(Nz 1&) .
21 7 Within past month 21 % Within past 6 months
29 % Within past 3 months 29 7 More than 6 months ago
CCMMENTS

READERS: College Prof: wuseful reference...keep up-to~date for teacners.

College Prof: should stay current. Supervisor: major concern art education...other
publications of greater use to me...did use as secondary ald because of other agency

assignments, College Prof: misleading title in some respects...includeded materials
for children older than Head Start. College Prof: some confusion on part of reader

in obtaining references...often cannot use microfilm and cannot locate mimeograph.

NON-READERS: Researcher: should have seen this document if the clearinghouse were
operating effectively. Instr. Resources Spec: not a demand for this type of biblio-
graphy. Principal: could not readily obtain listed books. Elem. Teacher: had a
great need to know of multi-ethnic cultures but was too busy...now am more aware and
better able to use such articles. College Prof: lack of clerical assistance in
ordering a copy. Researcher: black does not apply to our minority group.

SPECIALISTS' SURVEY (N=3)

RECENCY OF READING
(N=0)
Within past month Within past 6 months

___ Within past 3 months ___ More than 6 months ago

Cannot recall

COMMENTS

e Author appears particularly knowledgeable. Greater detail might help. Illustra-
tion detract from document. Writing concise, clear. Materials should be in

children's classes and libraries. Should have documents for minority children other
than blacks.

e Author limited in background. Question use of "Negro' instead of black in Preface.
Wording in Preface and Introduction bland and full of superficial generalizations.
Outdated and unsophisticated. Limit view. Title misleading--are texts for arithmetic,
social studies, and music "literature?" Background adult materials very limited.

e Lacks depth of understanding of literary experience. Clear writing, if somewhat
mundane. Includes most widely useable material. Aunnotations for recommended books
useful.
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(Document 2% cuntinued)

READER EVALUATIONS (N=
QUALITY
Reterence
Mean Reference Mean Percentage  Yurcentage
Loverage No. of references:
Up-to-déteness About right
Organization Too many
Format Too few
Textual material
UTILITY
Mean Referenic¢ Mean
Relevance
Need
C 1
omparative usefulness Reference
Purpose of use: Percentage Percentage
To identify documents on particular topics
To identify documents on particular projects
To identify documents by particular individuals
To identify documents from particular institutions
To perform comprehensive search of literature
To see kinds of new work being reported
IMPACT
Were cited documents examined? Yes Was content of ..ted
document (s) as expected
from bibliographic
reference? Yes X No y4
NON-READER EVALUATIONS (N=101)
Utility Reasons for not reading:
(N=36)
High Medium Low
Relevance 45% 41% 13% 39 % Cou:d1 not readily obtain a copy
Potential , . . 11 % Not o-.  iciently interested
usefulness 0% 40% 23%
6 % Lack of ¢ -e
_ 35 % Other
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(Document 39 continued)

SPECIALISTS' EVALUATIONS (N=3)
QUALITY
i , p Not No
Ly zilent Good Fair oor Applicable| Response

Choice of author 1 1 1

Selection of . 1 1 1
content/uaterial

Choice of references 1 1 1

Inclusion of current 1 1 1
material

Accuracy 1 1 1

Interpretation 2 1

Organization 2 1

Organization of 1 1 1
references

Format 3 ®

Writing 1 1 1

UTILITY
?
Would you recommend to colleagues? Usefulness for Various Purposes
Yes 2 No 1
If yes: Very Somewhat Not At No
Purpose of Use Useful Useful All Useful Response

Obtain overview 1

Look up facts 1 1

Identify relevant literature 2

Identify individuals or institutions 2

Update knowledge 2

Obtain new knowledge 1 1

Obtain practical guidance 1 1

Other:

Need for Document of This Type Overall Usefulness of Document
2 _Very great 1 It is a very useful document.
__1 Moderately great 1 It is not unusually useful, but

Not at all great it is worth having available.
1 1Its usefulness is too limited
to justify its publication.
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Document No. 40  Books in Preschool: A Guide to Selecting, Purchasing, and Using
Children's Books, Louise Griffin, 1970. (ED 038 178)

NCEC Unit: Early Childhood Education Clearinghouse

Product Type: Practical Guidance Paper Level of Effort Index: Medium*

Subject Cluster: Special and Other Educational Visibility Index: High
Groups

GENERAL FIELD SURVEY (N=213)

FAMILIARITY
9 % Previously Read/Skirmed 14 % Only Heard About/Seen 77 % Not Seen/Read

RECENCY OF READING
(N=19)
11 % Within past month 26 7% Within past 6 months

26 % Within past 3 months = 37 % More than 6 months ago
COMMENTS

READERS: Unclass: useful in teacter training. Prog. Spec. article was helpful in
training of project staff members in Title III project. College Prof: a great deal
of useful material in this booklet, however, its lack of paragraph headings and
captions are a limitation and prevent maximum use of excellent materials. College
Prof: excellent at time...needs updating already. College Prof: outstanding
resource of great reputation...referred others to document. Instr. Resources Spec:
should be updated on all new and multi-sensory products in the area...document was
used in Utah for evaluation purposes. Researcher: it actually contained several
documents within one document...gooc.

SPECIALISTS' SURVEY (N=3)

RECENCY OF READING

(N=0)
Within past month . . Within past 6 months
Within past 3 months More than 6 months ago
Cannot recall
COMMENTS

e Sketchy treatment of big topics. No clear-cut, fresh or original interpretation.
Lay-out not at all appealing; seems amateurish. Mundane writing.

® Material particularly helpful to teachers and aids with limited backgrounds in

children's literature. Author knowledgeable. Recommendations and conclusions stated
simply and orderly. Document needed by many who work with young children. At times
writer appears to be "talking down" to some readers--just right for many who need it.

e Format detracts considerably from useability and acceptance. Seems to have
chatty "talkdown" flavor to interpretations. Very well thought out organization.
Fine piece of work. Very useful to parent and practitionmer.
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(Document 40 continued)
READER EVALUATIONS (N=19)
QUALITY UTILITY
| Reference Reference
Mean Mean Mean Mean
Coverage 2.23 (2:43) Relevance 2.79 (2.87)
Up-to-dateness 2.79 (2.77) Need 2.63 2.33)
Organization 2.42 (2.33) Comparative usefulness 2.53 2.32)
Writing 2.74 (2.33) Purpose of use:
Format 2.84 (2.74) Obtain overview 2.63 2.54)
- Discussion 2.47 (2.30) Look up facts 2.47 (2.24)
Reference Identify individuals 2.16 2.12)
Percentage Percentage Identify relevaﬁt 2.47 2.26)
Length: literature
About right  89% (83%) Update knowledge 2.68 @.41)
Too long 3% _4%) Obtain new ' 2.11 (2.18)
Too short 0% (_§z) knowledge
IMPACT
Percentage Reference Percentage
Used to make decision 42% - (23%)
Applied in my work 79% - (63%)
Used to give advice 8% (49%)
Examined other documents 26% (27%)
Consulted with author(s) or others _O% (_6%)
Passed document on to colleague(s) 23% (29%)
NON-PEADER EVALUATIONS (N=164)
Utilicy Reasons for not reading:
¥igh Medium Low (8=30)
Relevance 4% 27% 18% 37 % Could not readily cbtain a copy
Potential 7% YA 36% 27 % Not sufficiently interested
usefulness = - - 13 % Lack of. time
20 Z Other
153
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(Document

/

40 continued)

SPECIALISTS' EVALUATIONS (N=3)
QUALITY
E ) p Not No
xcellent Good Fair oor Applicable| Response
Choice of author 1 2
Selection of 2 1
content/material
Choice of references 2 1
Inclusion of current 1 2
material
Accuracy 2 1
Interpretation 2 1
Organization 1 2 .
Organization of 1 1 1
references
Format 1 2
Writing 2 1
UTILITY
: ?
Would you recommend to colleagues? Usefulness for Various Purposes
Yes 3 No
If yes: Very Somewhat Not At ‘No
Purpose of Use -Useful Useful All Useful] Response
Obtain overview 2 1
Look up facts — 2 1
Identify relevant literature 2 1
Identify individuals or institutions 3
Update knowledge 2 1
Obtain new knowledge 1 1 1
Obtain practical guidance 2 1
Other:
Need for Document of This Type Overall Usefulness of Document
2 Very great 2 It is a very useful document.
1 Moderately great It is not unusually useful, but
Not at all great it 1s worth having available.
1 TIts usefulness is too limited
to justify its publication.
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Document No. 41 Sentimentality in Preschool Teachers: Some Possible
Interpretations, Lilian G. Katz, March 1970. (ED 035 792)

NCEC Unit: Early Childhood Education Clearinghouse »

Product Type: Review Level of Effort Index: Low

Subject Cluster: Special and Other Fducational Visibility Index: Medium
Groups

GENERAL FIELD SURVEY (N=159)

FAMILIARITY
23 7% Previously Read/Skimmed 16 2% Only Heard About/Seen 62 % Not Seen/Read
RECENCY OF READING

(N=36)
17 % Within past month 22 7% Within past 6 months
19 % Within past 3 months 42 % More than 6 months ago
COMMENTS

READERS: College Prof: thought provoking articles of this nature are valuable
resources for teachers. Reading Spec: useful materials for preschool aide trainees..|

provided thought provoking ideas...useful for self-evaluation. College Prof:
clarified thinking in staff discussions of goals. Resedrcher: useful in teaching

about "role of the teacher'...format section headings in bold or different type.
College Prof: any material by author is useful...these short pieces are helpful...

used in ccllege classes to emphasize teacher personality influence. Special Educator:
one of the best.

NON-READERS: Unclass: have not made an effort to keep up in this research field...
my professional area is different. Researche;:: I discussed paper with person who
heard it presented. ‘ A .

SPECIALISTS' SURVEY (N=3) - .
RECENCY OF READING
(N=1)
Within past month Within past 6 months
1 Within past 3 months | More than 6 months ago
Cannot recall 4
COMMENTS

..® Needs more focus...appears to have been written to meet a paper reading requirement.

Should have been rewritten, expanded for insertion in the system.

B :
® References deal with somewhat "extreme" points of view...do not include points of
view which have "updated" the traditional teacher's work (programs which utilize
developmental views of Piaget). Would have been helpful to organize bibliography
within categories presented by author. Value is historical.

¢ Thoughtful and compétent contribution to the professional literature. Interpreta-

tions sound though speculative. Impetus for discussion among students and teachers
in field.
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(Document _41 continued)

READER EVALUATIONS (N=36)
QUALITY UTILITY
Reference Reference
Mean Mean Mean Mean
Coverage 2.50 (2.50) Relevance 2.56 (2.72
Up-to-dateness 2.75 (2.81 Need 2.11  (2.33
Organization 2.31 (2.3 Comparative usefulness 2:36 (2.58)
Writing 2.58 (2.3 Purpose of use:
Format 2.67 (2:72 Obtain overview 2.50 (2:53
Discussion 2.44 (2.32 Look up facts 2.08 (2:20)
Reference Identify individuals 2.08 (2.13
Percentage Percentage Identify relevant 2.19 (2.36)
Length: literature
About right 837% (82%) Update knowledge 2.44 (2.47)
Too long 3% (4%, Obtain new 2.17 (2.14
Too short 3% (10%) know¥gdge' - R
IMPACT
, | Percentage Reference Percentage
Used to make decision ‘ 11% (19%
Applied in my work 58% (69%
Used to give advice 39% (227%)
Examined other documents 19% (32%)
Consulted with author(s) or others 117 (_8%
Passed document on to colleague(s) 42% (467%)
NON-READER EVALUATIONS (N=gg)
Utility Reasons for not reading:
. | (N=25)
high  Medium  Low
Relevance 52% 34% 14% 56 % Could not readily obtain a copy
Potential 41% 387 20% 20 %.Not sufficiently interested
usefulness R o o 4 2% Lack of time
8 % Other
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SPECIALISTS' EVALUATIONS (N=3)

(Document 41 continued)

QUALITY
Not No
Excellent Good Fair Poor Applicable| Response

Choice of author 1 2
Selection of 1 1 1

content/material
Choice of references 2 1
Inclusion of current 2 1

material
Accuracy 1 2
Interpretation 1 1 1
Organization 2 1
Organization of 1 1 1

references
Format 2 1
Writing 2 1

UTILITY
Would you recommend to colleagues? Usefulness for Various Purposes
Yes 2 No 1
I1f yes: Very Somewhat Not At No
Purpose of Use Useful Useful All Useful] Response

Obtain overview 2
Look up facts 2
Identify relevant literature 1 1
Identify individuals or institutions 2
Update knowledge 1 1
Obtain new knowledge 1 1
Obtain practical guidance 1 1

Other:

Need for Document of This Type

Very great
3 Moderately great
Not at all great

Overall Usefulness of Document

1 It is a very useful document.

1 1t is not unusually useful, but
it is worth having available.

1 Its usefulness is too limited
to justify its publication.
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Document No. 42 ERIC Abstracts Series Number One; Collective Negotiations in
Education, August 1969. (ED 035 978)

NCEC Unit: Educational Management Clearinghouse

Product Type: Bibliography ’ Level of Effort Index: Low

Subject Cluster: Educational Administration and Visibility Index: Medium
Services

GENERAL FIELD SURVEY (N=49)

FAMILIARITY
18 % Previously Read/Skimmed 33 % Only Heard About/Seen 49 % Not Seen/Read

RECENCY OF READING
(N=9)
22 % Within past month 33 % Within past 6 months

11 X Within past 3 months 33 _% More than 6 months ago
‘ COMMENTS o

READER: Instr. Resources Spec: as normal, another outstanding preduct from ERIC/EM..
suggest format be expanded to include a few books and periodical articles to supple-
ment ERIC documents.

NON-READER: Prog. Spec: unaware of it at time. College Admin: perused it as a
matter of general interest. Superintendent: had sufficient literature available.
Supervisor: referred someone else to the document.

SPECIALISTS' SURVEY (N=3)

RECENCY OF READING

. (N=0)-
Within past month Wichin past 6 months
Within past 3 months More than 6 months ago
Cannot recall
COMMENTS

e No real discrimination of either quality or categories covered. No system of
organization of materials.

e Useful, well organized annotated bibliography.

e In many instances, content is very general and difficult to separate from "general
administration.”

-
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(Document 42  continued)

READER EVALUATIONS (N=

QUALITY
Reference
Mean Reference Mean Percentage Percentage
Coverage No. of references:
Up-to-dateness About right
Organization ' Too many
Format Too few
Textual material
UTILITY
Mean Reference Mean
Relevance
Need
Comparative usefulness Reference
Purpose of use: Percentage Percentage
To identify documents on partic&lar topics
To identify documents on particular projects
To identify documents by particular individuals
To identify documents from particular institutioms
To perform comprehensive search of literature
To see¢ kinds of new work being reported
IMPACT
Were cited documents examined? Yes Was content of cited
document (s) as expected
from bibliographic
reference? Yes X No X%
NON-READER EVALUATIONS (N=24)
Utility. Reasons for not reading:
ol (N=16)
High Medium Low
Relevance 38% 25% 38% 13 % Could not readily obtain a copy
Po::z;iiiess 29% 25% 46% 38 % Not sufficiently interested

13 % Lack of time
25 % Other

R 12

1 2]



‘
AY

T~

: (Document 42  continued)
SPECTALISTS' EVALUATIONS (N=7)
QUALITY
Not No
Excellent Good Fair Pcor Applicable| Responsu
Choice of author 1 2
Selection of 3
" content/material
Choice of references 1 1
Inclusion of current
1 1
* material
Accuracy 3
Interpretation 1 2
Organization 1 1 1
Organization of
1 1 1
references
Format
Writing 1
UTILITY
n
Would you recommend to colleagues? Usefulness for Various Purposes
Yes 3 No
If yes: Very Somewhat Not At No
Purpose of Use Useful @ Useful All Useful| Response
Obtain overview 2 1
Look up facts 1 2
Identify relevant literature 2 1
Identify individuals or institutions 1 2
Update knowledge 1 2
Obtain new knowledge 3
Obtain practical guidance 3
Other:
Need for Nocument of This Type Overall Usefulness of Document
2 Very great It is a very useful document .
1 Moderately great It is not unusually useful, but
Not at all great it is worth having avsilable.
Its usefulness is too limited
to justify its publication.
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Document No. 43 Aunotated Bibliography on School-Community Relations, Kathleen
0. Jackson, July 1969. (ED 030 220)

NCEC Unit: Educational Management Clearinghouse

Product Type: Bibliography Level of Effort Index: High
Subject Cluster: Fducational Administration and Visibility Index: Low
Services

GENERAL FIELD SURVEY (N=70)

FAMILIARITY
6 % Previously Read/Skimmed 23 % Only Heard About/Seen 71 % Not Seen/Read

RECENCY OF READING
(N=4)

25 % Within past month 0 % Within past 6 months

0 % Within past 3 months 75 % More than 6 months ago

COMMENTS

READERS: Superintendent: not a complete search of the literature...could have been
more thorough. ‘

NON-READERS: Instr. Resources Spec: good bib, but I was familiar with more recent
one which I consulted. Prog. Spec: professionally the area is of great interest,
but my job description does not include this domain.

SPECIALISTS' SURVEY (N=3)

RECENCY OF READING

(N=1)
Within past month Within past 6 months
Within past 3 months 1 More than 6 months ago
Cannot recall
COMMENTS

e Ideas organized and presented in logical sequence. Administrators would have
greatest need for thir material, consequently broader coverage of adminizrrative
activity in curricular and organizational action research related to community
relations is needed. Author did creditable job, but was unfortunate victim of being
the recipient of task which was outside field of experience.

¢ Content somewhat limited.

e Good on studies of schools done fairly recently. Short on classics and on non-
education sources that could have theoretical application.
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(Document 43 continued)

READER EVALUATIONS (N=
QUALITY
Reterence
Mean Reference Mean Percentage Percentage
Coverage No. of references:
Up-to-dateness About right
Organization Too many
Format Too few
Textual material
UTILITY
Mean Reference Mean
Relevance
Need
Comparative usefulness Reference
Purpose of use: Percentage Percentage
To identify documents on particular topics
To identify documents on particular projects
To identify documents by particular individuals
To identify documents from particular institutions
To perform comprehensive search of literature
To see kinds of new work being reported
IMPACT
Were cited documents examined? Yes Was content of cited
document(s) as expected
from bibliographic
reference? Yes 4 No %
NON-READER EVALUATIONS {Ne= 50)
Utility Reasons for not reading:
(N= 16)
High Medium Low
Relevance 48%Z 42% 87 25 % Could not readily obtain a copy
Potential 407 399 g9 38 % Not sutriciently interested
usefulness — = — 6 % Lack of rime
25 X Other

' < )
o . l 6 2 p§~ L& .
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| (Document _ 43 continued)
SPECIQLISTS'YEVALUATIONS (N=1)
QUALITY
P Not No
Excellent Good Fair oor Applieable| Response
Choice of author 2 1
Selection of 1 1 1
content/material
Choice of references 2 1
Inclusion of current 1 1 1
material
Accuracy 3
Interpretation 1 2
Organization 1 2
Organization of 1 1 1
references
Format . 3
Writing - 2 1
UTILITY
; 2
Would you recommend to colleagues! Usefulness for Various Purposes
Yes 3 No
If yes: Very Somewhat Not At No
Purpose of Use Useful Useful All Useful| Response
Obtain overview 1 2
Look up facts 1 2
Identify relevant literature 3
Identify indivjduals or institutions 2 1
Update knowledge ) 1 2
Obtain new knowledge 2 1
Obtain practical guidance 3
Other:
‘
o
Need for Document of This Type Overall Usefulness =7 Document
1  Very great It is a very useful document.
2  Moderately great 3 It is not unusually useful, but
Not at all great it 1is worth having available.
Its usefulness is too limited
to justify its publication.
;‘—
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Document No. 44  ERIC Abstracts No. 9: Educational Assessment, September 1970. (ED
044 770)

NCEC Unit: Educational Management Clearinghouse

Product Type: Bibliography Level of Effort Index: Low
Subject Cluster: Educational Adwinistration and Visibility Index: Medium
Services

GENERAL FIELD SURVEY (N=128)

| FAMILIARITY
19 2 Previously Read/Skimmed 22 % Only Heard About/Seen 63 2 Not Seen/Read

RECENCY OF READING
(N=19)
0 % Within past month 47 % Within past 6 months

16 % Within past 3 months 37 % More than 6 months ago
COMMENTS

READERS : Sugerintendent: loose-leaf format or some type of file card format would be

" more usédble. College Prof: defects were in what ERIC has on fite (relatively 1little

of germane research...non-recency of several citations). Instr. Kesources Spec:

good sample, but not enough to cover this subject...bidb should have been expanded by
including some non-ERIC material. College Admin: abstract bibliographies should be
available on subscription basis to avoid problem of ordering periodically. Principal:
used as part of comprehensive study of elementary evcluation.

NON-READERS: Superintendent: passed on to coordinator of Federal programs. Unclass:
referrred to person in charge of Title I program. Supervisor: have changed job
positions, no longer relevant. Researcher: this document, as well as other EM doc-
uments, needs to be greatly expanded...my own ERIC search on this and other similar
topics has vften revealed many more relevant documents.

SPECIALISTS' SURVEY (N=3)

RECENCY OF READING

(N=0)

Within past month Within past 6 months
Within past 3 months More than 6 months ago
' Cannot recall ‘

COMMENTS

e Document does not cover the subject. Deals very lightly with theoretical models
of assessment, not at all with differences between product and process assessment...
does not touch upon techniques of institutional measurement.

e Generalized; non specific. Needs more reference to instrumentation. Well
written; however technical language is watered down to meet needs of school admin-

istrators. Requires immediate update. Assessment is moving rapidly toward a system
involving hard-data instrumentation.
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(Document 44 continued)

READER EVALUATIONS (N=19)
QUALITY
Reference
Mean Reference Mean Percentage Percentage
Coverage 2.37 (2.49) No. of references:
Up-to-dateness 2.53 (2.78) About right 68% (817%)
Organization 2.11 (2.23) Too many 3% (_4&4%) w
Format 2.79 (2.72) Too few 21% (11%)
Textual material 2.47 (2.47) ;
UTILITY
Mean Reference Mean
Relevance 2.73 (2.77)
Need 2.47 (2.3
Comparaicive usefulness 2.63 : - (279 'Reféqgnée
Purpose of use: Percentage Percentage
To identify documents on particular topics 79% ' (73%
To identify documents on particular projects 47% (417%)
To identify documents by particular individuals 5% (13%
To identify documents from particular institutions 16% (11%)
To perform comprehensive search of literature 637 (557%)
To see kinds of new work being reported ggz' (677%)
IMPACT
Were cited documents examined? Yes 16 (84%Z) Was content of cited
document (s) as expected
from bibliographic
reference? Yes 84% No 16¢
NON-READER EVALUATIONS (N=381)
Utility Reasons for not reading:
.- (N= 28)
High - Medium Low
Relevance ﬁgﬁﬁ' 437% 15% __43 % Could not readily obtain a copy
Po;zz;iii65$ “zzz | 497 23% 32 % Not sufficiently interested
L 4 X Lack of time
_21 % Other
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(Docuﬁent 44 continued)

SPECIALISTS' EVALUATIONS (N=3)

QUALITY
Excellent Good Fair Poor Applgz;ble Resgznse

Choice of author 2 1

Selectio; of 1 1 1
content /material

Choice of references 1 1 1

Inclusion of current 2 1
material

Accuracy 3

Interpretation 2 1

Organization : 1 1 1

Organization of 1 1 1
references - .

Format 3

‘*w£ltihg”? —_—— N : —_—
UTILITY
Would you recommend to colleagues? Usefulness for Various Purposes
Yes 2 No 1 N
If yes: Very Somewhat | Not At No
Purpose of Use Useful Useful All Useful| Response-

Obtain overview 2

Look up facts 1 1

Identify relevant literature 1 1

Identify individuals or' institutions 1

Update knowledge 1 1

Obtain new knowledge 1 1

Obtain practical guidance 1 1

Other:

Need for Document of This Type Overall Usefulnéss of Document
2 Very great _ 1 It is a very useful document.
1 Moderately great 2 It is not unusually useful, but

Not at all great it is worth having available.
Its usefulness is too limited
to justify its publication.
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Document No. 45 Directory of Organizationus and Personnel in Educational

Administration, 2nd Edition, Stuart C. Smith (Comp.),
Sept. 1969. (ED 044 829)

NCEC Unit: FEducational Management Clearinghouse

Product Type: Practical Guidance Paper Level of Fffort Index: Medium

Subject Cluster: Educational Administration and Visibility Index: Medium
Services

GENERAL FIELD SURVEY (N=52)

FAMILIARITY
27 7% Previously Read/Skimmed 17 % Only Heard About/Seen 56 % Not Qgen/Read

RECENCY OF READING

(N=14)
7 % Within past month 14 % Within past 6 months
29 % Within past 3 months

50 7% More than 6 months ago
COMMENTS

READERS: College Prof: limited in completeness...consequently, use was limited.

NON-READERS: Instr. Resources Spec: latest edition on order. Researcher: well,
one doesn't exactly sit down with a directory and read it.

SPECIALISTS' SURVEY (N=3) B

RECENCY Or READING

(N=1) _

Within past month Within past 6 months
Within past 3 months

More than 6 months ago
1 Cannot recall

COMMENTS

e Such a document needs almost constant up-dating. Copy difficult to read...I
believe that we need such a document but "Buyer Beware." :

® Nearly every noteworthy professional organization is included in this new
edition. Is an excellent reference for educators. Very good document.

¢ Three-way approach to directory is very useful. Needs biannual revision.




(Document %3  continued)

READER EVALUATIONS (N=

UALITY UTILITY
Reference Reference
Mean Mean Mean Mean
Coverage Relevance
Up-to~dateness Need
Organization : Comparative usefulness
Writing Purpose of use:
Format Obtain overview
;biscussion Look uy facts
Reference Identify individuals

Percentage Percentage

Identify relevant

- Length: : e literature
About right Update knowledge
Too long Obtain new
Too short knowledge

IMPACT

Percentage Reference Percentage

Used to make decision

Applied in my work

Used to give advice

Examined other documents

Consulted with author(s) or others

Passed document on to colleague(s)

NON-READER EVALUATIONS (N=29)

Utility . : Reasons for not reading:
(N=9)
| High Medium Low
Relevance 34% 48% 10% 11 Z Could not readily obtain a copy
Potential 34% 38Y% 21% 56 2 Not sufficiently interested
usefulness 0 Z Lack of time

- 22 X Other
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(Document 45  continued)

SPECIALISTS' EVALUATIONS (N=3)
QUALITY
Excellent Good Fair Poor [Appligzble Resggnse

Choice of author 1 2
Selection of

content/material 1 2
Choice of references’ 2 1
Inclusion of current 1 1 1

material
Accuracy 1 1 1
Interpretation 1 2
Organization 1 1 1
O ferences L ! 1
Format 1 1 1
Writing | 1 2

UTILITY
Would you recommend to colleagues? Usefulness for Variocus Purposes
Yes 3 No
If yes: Very Somewhat Not At No
Purpose of Use Useful Useful All Useful] Response

Obtain overview 2 1
Look up facts 1
Identify relevant literature 1 2
Identify individuals or institutions 2 1
Update knowledge 1 2
Obtain new knowledge
Obtain practical guidance 1
Other:

Need forADocument of This Type

2 Very great
1 Moderately great

Not at all great

Overall Usefulness of Document

2 It is a very useful documeat.

1 It 1s not unusually useful, but

it is worth having available.

Its usefulness is too limited
to justify 1its publication.
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Document No. 46 Optimum School District Size, Research Analysis Series, #i,
. Michael E. Hickey, December 1969%9. (ED 035 108)

NCEC Unit: Educational Management Clearinghouse

Product Type: Review Level of Effort Index: High
Subject Cluster: Educational Administration and Visibility Index: Low
Services

GENERAL FIELD SURVEY (N=55)

FAMILIARITY
15 % Previously Read/Skimmed 7 % Only Heard About/Seen 78 % Not Seen/Read
RECENCY OF READING
(N=8)
0 % Within past month 13 % Within past 6 months
25 % Within past 3 months 63 % More than 6 months ago
COMMENTS

| "READERS: Prog. Spec: helped provide background for work on Governor's commission.

College Admin: still find use on microfiche somewhat limiting for large-scale use,
but only finanically feasible method...obtain free from RCU.

SPECIALISTS' SURVEY (N=3)

RECENCY OF READING

(N=0)
Within past month Within past 6 months
Within past 3 munths More than 6 months ago
Cannot recall
COMMENTS

e Clear; specific; extremely well organized.

e Could use more presentations via charts and graphs. Very useful; well written
article. Writing style casual and non-academic--makes for easy reading by general
practitioners not technically trained.
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(Document 46 continued)

READER EVALUATIONS (=

UALITY UTILITY
Reference Reference
Mean Mean Mean Mean

Coverage Relevance
Up-to-dateness Need
Organization ‘ Comparative usefulness
Writing Purpose of use:
Format Obtain overview
Discussicon Look up facts

Reference Identify individuals

Percentage Percentage

Identify relevant

~l Length: o - literature
About right ¢ Update knowledge
Too long Obtain new
Too short knowledge
IMPACT

Percentage Reference Percentage

Used to make decision

Applied in my work

Used to give advice

Examined other documents’
Consulted with author(s) or others

Passed document on to colleague(s)

~

NON-READER EVALUATIONS (N=43)

Utility ' Reasonsg for not reading:
(N=4)
High Medium Low
Relevance 35% 37% 28% 50 % Could not readily obtain a copy
Potential . o 50 X Not sufficiently interested
usefulness 28% 42% 30%
0 % Lack of time
0 % Other
a
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(Decument 46 continued)
SPECIALISTS' EVALUATIONS (N=3)
QUALITY
Excellent Good Fair Poor Appl?ggble Resggnse
Choice of author 1 2
Selection of 2 1 -
content/material
Choice of references 1 1 1
Inclusion of current 2 1
material
Accuracy 1 2
Interpretation 2 1
Organization 1 2
Organization of 1 9
references
- Format 2 1
Writing 2 1
JTILITY
Would you recommend to colleagues? Usefulness for Various Purposes
Yes 3 No — B
If yes: Very Somewhat Not At No
Purpose of Use Useful Useful All Useful Response
Obtain overview 3
Look up facts 1 1 1
Identify relevant literature 2 1 —
Identify individuals or institutions 1 1 1
Update knowledge 2 1
Obtain new knowledge 2 1
Obtain practical guidance 2 1
Other: - - N
Need for Document of This Type Overall Usefulness of Document
2 Very great 3 It is a very useful document.
1 Moderately great It is not unusually useful, but
Not at all great it is worth having available.
Its usefulness is too limited
to justify its publicafion.
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Document No. 47  program Budgeting and the School Administrator: A Review of

Dissertations and Annotated Bibliography, Philip K. Piele and
David G. Bunting, Sept. 1969. (ED 035 065)

NCEC Unit: Educational Management Clearinghouse

Product Type: Review Level of Effort Index: High
Subject Cluster: Educational Administration snd visibility Index: Low
Services

GENERAL FIELD SURVEY (N=72)

FAMILIARITY
10 % Previously Read/Skimmed 19 % Oaly Heard About/Seen 71 % Not Seen/Read

RECENCY OF READING
(N=7)
0 % Within past month 14 % Within past 6 months

57 % Within past 3 months 29 % More than 6 months ago
COMMENTS

NON-READERS: College Admin: already know about and knowledgeable in area.

SPECIALISTS' SURVEY (N=3)

RECENCY OF READING

(N=0)
Within past month __ Within past 6 months
—___ Within past 3 months More than 6 months ago
Cannot recall
COMMENTS

e Clear and interesting introduction to topic. Omits publisher, date, number of
pages [in bibliographic references]. Lucid; professional; well done.

e Neither author has confributed significant publicacions on the topic of program
budgeting. This may not be crucial, but national visibility wight be helpful. One

of worst explanations of program budgeting read. First 7 pages seem aimed at audience
of 10-year olds. Out~of-date; content of almost no value to researchers of PEBS.
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(Document 47 continued)

READER EVALUATIONS (=

QUALITY UTILITY
Reference Reference
Mean Mean Mcan _Mean
Coverage Relevance
Up-to-dateness Need
Organization Comparative usefulness
Writing Purpose of use:
Format Obtain overview
Discussion Look up facts
Reference Identify individuais
Percentage  FPercentage Identity relevant
Length: literature
About right Update knowledge
Too long Obtain new
Too short knowledge
IMPACT
Percentage Reference Percentage

Used to make decision

Applied in ny work

Used to give advice

Examined other documents

Consulted with author(s) or others

Passed document on to colleague(s)

NON-READER EVALUATIONS (N=51)
Utility Reasons for not reading:
(N=14)
High  Medium Low
Relevance 29% 27% 147% 36 % Could not readily obtain a copy
Potential 537 18% 27 50 % Not sufficiently interested
usefulness —

7 % Laci. of time

1

% Other
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(Document 47 continued)
SPECIALISTS ' EVALUATIONS (N=3)

QUALITY
44# Not No
Excellent Good Fair Poor Applicable| Response
Choice of author 2 1
Selection of 5 1
content/material
Choice of references 2 1
Inclusion of current
1 2
material
Accuracy 1 2
Interpretation 45 1
Organization 1 1 1
Organization of 3
references
Format 1 2
Writing 1 1 1
UTILITY
Would you recommend to colleagues? Usefulness for Various Purposes
Yes 2 No 1
If yes: Very Somewhat Not At No
Purpose of Use ¢ Useful Useful All Useful]| Response
Obtain overview 2
Look up facts 2
Identify relevant literature 2
Identify individuals or institutions 1 1
Update knowledge 2
Obtain new knowledge 2
Obtain practical guidance 1 1
Other:
Need for Documenc of This Type Overall Usefulness of Document
3 Very great 2 It is a very useful document.
Moderately great It is not unusually useful, but
Not at all great it is worth having available.
1 Its usefulness is too limited
to justify its publication.
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Document No. 48 Status and Scope of Collective Bargaining in Public Education,
M. Chester Nolte, Sept. 1970. (ED 043 100)

NCEC Unit: Educational Management Clearinghouse
Product Type: Review Level of Effort Index: High

Subject Cluster: Educational Administration and Visibility Index: Low
Services

GENERAL FIELD SURVEY (n=30)

FAMILIARITY
13 % Previously Read/Skimmed 20 % Only Heard About/Seen 67 % Wot Seen/Read
RECENCY OF READING

0 % Within past month - 0 % Within past 6 months
0 % Within past 3 months — 100 %gMore than 6 months ago
COMMENTS g

SPECIALISTS' SURVEY (Nw3)

RECENCY OF READING

(N=0)
Within past month Within past 6 months
Within past 3 months More than 6 months ago
Cannot recall
COMMENTS

e Author highly respected. For educators in states with extended exposure, document
may be rudimentary...for those with little exposure and still thinking in terms of
tradition and myths, document may be good place to start.

e Too much obvious and superficial summary, too little concern with causation. Does
not anlyze the state of knowledge or "explain" it.

e Excellent surveys and tables. Useful background material for professionals
looking in area of negotiations, students of administration, and school administrators.
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(Document 48 continued)

READER EVALUATIONS (N=

QUALITY UTILITY
Reference Reference
Mean Mean Mean Mean
Coverage Relevance
Up-to-dateness . Need
Organization Comparative usefulness
Writing Purpose of use:
Format Obtain overview
Discussion Look up facts
Reference Identify individuals

Percentage Percentage

Identify relevant

Length: literature
About right Update knowledge
Too long Obtain new
Too short knowledge

IMPACT

Percentage Reference Percentage

Used tc make decision

Applied in my work

Used to give advice

Examined other documents

Consulted with author(s) or others

Passed document on to colleague(s)

NON-READER EVALUATIONS (N=20)

Utilic Reasons for not reading:
(N=g)

High Medium Low. °

Relevance 55% 25% 20% 17 % Could not readily obtain a copy
Potential LO% 25% 35% 50 .% Not sufficiently interested
usefulness — —

17 % Lack of time
17 % other
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SPECIALISTS' EVALUATICNS (N=3)

QUALITY

(Document 48 continued)

Excellent

Good

Fair

Poor

Not
Applicable

No
Response

<

Choice of author 1

Selection of

content/material 2

Choice of references 1

Inclusion of current
material

Accuracy ' 2

Interpretaticn

Organization

. Organization of
references

Format

Writing 2

UTILITY

Would you recommend to colleagues?
Yes 3 No

————— em———

If yes:

Purpose of Use

Usefulness for Various Purposes

-

Very
Useful

Somewhat
Useful

All Useful

Not At

No
Response

Obtain overview

1

2

Look up facts

2

Identify relevant literature

2

Identify individuals or institutions

Update knowledge

Obtain new knowledge

Obtain practical guidance

Other: Gain historical perspective

Need for bocument of This Type

1 Very great
2  Moderately great
Not at all great

Overall Usefulness of Document

2
S —

l |
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It is a very useful document.

It is not unusually useful, but
it is worth having available.

Its usefulness is too limited
to justify its _publication.




Document No. 49 FEducational and Social Demands on the Schools, Analysis and
Bibliography Series 1, September 1970. (ED 043 110)

NCEC Unit: Educational Management Clearinghouse

Product Type: Review Level of Effort Index: Low

Subject Cluster: Educational Administration and Visibility Index: Low
Services

GENERAL FIELD SURVEY (N=122)

FAMILIARITY
5 % Previously Read/Skimmed 11 % Only Heard About/Seen 84 % Not Seen/Read

RECENCY OF READING
(N=6)
17 % Within past month 33 % Within past 6 months

0 % Within past 3 months 50 % More than 6 months ago
COMMENTS

SPECIALISTS' SURVEY (N=3)

RECENCY OF READING

\ (N=0) .
Within past month Within past 6 months
Within past 3 months More than 6 months ago
Cannot recall
COMMENTS

o Very superficial and pedestrian. Usefulness is 1limited to bibliography.

e Document fine as far as it goes. Its length precludes in-depth discussion. Hits
high points and stops there. As a starting point, high marks; as an analysis, has
some shortcomings.

e Good selection of material but needs better organization. Basic idea excellent
and necessary but writing prosaic and dull. Article appears to have been hurriedly
put together. Since problem was to provice a bibliography, most efficient one would
be an annotated, organized one. If this were done, less explanatory material would
need to be written.

&
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(Document 49 continued)

READER EVALUATIONS (N=

QUALITY UTILITY
Reference | - Reference
Mean Mean Mean Mean
Coverage Relevance
Up~to-dateness Need
Organization Comparative usefulness
Writing Purpose of use:
Format Obtain overview
Discussion Look up facts
Keference Identify individuals

Percentage Percentage

Identify relevant

Length: ‘literature
About right Update knowledge
Too long Obtain new
Too short knowledge

/ IMPACT
-/ o

Used to make decision

Percentage Reference Percentage

Applied in my work

Used to give advice

Examined other documents
Consulted with author(s) or others

Passed document on to colleague(s)

NON-READER EVALUATIONS (N=103)

Utility Reasons for not reading:
‘ High Medium Low
Relevance 38% 47% 15% 23 % Could not readily obtain a copy
Potential 32% 44% 23% 46 % Not sufficiently interested
usefulness ' 0 % Lack of time
31 % Other

o N
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(Document _ 49  continued)

SPECIALISTS' EVALUATIONS (N=3)
QUALITY
Not No
Excellent Good Poor Applicable] Response
Choice of author 1 1 1
Selection of 2 1
content/material
Choice of references 2 1
Inclusion of current 1 1 1
material
Accuracy 3 1
Interpretation . 2 1
Organization 2 1
Organization of > !
references
Format 2
Writing 1 1
UTILITY
Would you recommend to colleagues? Usefulness for Various Purposes
Yes 2 N 1 ‘
If yes: Very Somewhat Not At No
Purpose of Use Useful Useful All Useful Response
Obtain 'overview ) 1 1
Look up facts 2
Identify relevant literature 1 1
Identify individuals or institutions 2
Update knowledge 2
Obtain new knowl;dge 1 1
Obtain practical guidance 2
Other:
Need for Document of This Type Overall Usefulmness of Document
2 Very great It is a very useful document.
1 Moderately great 2 1t is not unusually useful, but
__ Not at all great it 1s worth having available.
1  Its usefulness is too limited
to justify its publication.
TTT
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Document No. 50 Alternative Organizational Forms, Analysis and Bibliography
Series ##2, September 1970. (ED 043 111)

NCEC Unit: Educational Management Clearinghouse

Product Type: Review Level of Effort Index: Low
Subject Cluster: Educational Administration and Visibility Index: Low
Services

GENERAL FIELD SURVEY (N=57)

FAMILIARITY
16 % Previously Read/Skimmed 14 % Only Heard About/Seen 70 % Not Seen/Read

RECENCY OF READING
(N=9)
0 % Within past month 44 % Within past 6 months

22 % Within past 3 months 33 % More than 6 months ago
COMMENTS

READERS: Researcher: most helpful of the series...wish it had been little more
lengthy...still a tremendously valuable resource...update and expand.

- SPECIALISTS' SURVEY (N=3)

RECENCY OF READING

(N=0)
_ Within past month v Within past 6 months
Within past 3 months More than 6 months ago
Cannot recall
COMMENTS

e Spotty. So much more should be said...leaves incorrect impressions.

d
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(Document 50 continued)

READER EVALUATIONS (n=

QUALITY UTILITY
Reference Reference
Mean Mean Mean Mean

Coverage Relevance
Up-to-dateness Need
Organization Comparative usefulness
Writing Purpose of use:
Format Obtain overview
Discussion Look up facts

Reference Identify individuals

Percentage  Percentage

Identify relevant

Lengthe literature
About right Update knowledge
Too long Y Obtain new
Too short knowledge

IMPACT

Percentaze Reference Percentage

Used to make decision

Applied in my work

Used to give advice

Examined other dqéuments

Consulted with author(s) or others

Passed document on to colleague(s)

NON-READER EVALUATIONS (N=40)

)
Utiliic Reasons for not reading:
(N=8)
High Medium Low
Relevance 527 38% 10% 50 % Could not readily obtain a copy
Potential 45 38% 15% 25 2 Not sufficiently interested
usefulness = — 25 % Lack of time
0 2 Other




(Document 50 continued)

SPECIALISTS' EVALUATIONS (N=3)

QUALITY
Excellent Good Fair Poor Not No
Applicable| Response
Choice of author 1 2
Selection of 2 1
content/material
Choice of reterences 1 1 1
Inclusion of current 1 1 1
material
Accuracy 1 1 1
Interpretation 1 1
Organization 1 2
Organization of 1 2
references
Format 3
Writing 2. 1
UTILITY
Would you recommend to colleagues? Usefulness for Various Purposes
Yes 2 No 1
If yes: Very Somewhat Not At No
Purpose of Use Useful Useful All Useful Response
Obtain overview 1 1
Look up facts - ¢ 1 1
Identify relevant literature 1
Identify individuals or institutions 1
Update knowledge 1 1
Obtain new knowledge 1 1
Obtain practical guidance 1 1
Other: )
—
i !
Need for Document of This Type Overall Usefulness of Document
1 vVery great 1 It is a very useful document.
2 Moderately great 1 It is not unusually useful, but
Not at all great ) it 1s worth having available.
1 1Its usefulness is too limited
to justify its publication.
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Document No. 51  Models for Rational Decision Making, Analyvsis and Bibliography
Series #6, John S. Hall, September 1970. (ED 043 115)

NCEC Unit: Educational Management Clearinghouse

Product Type: Review Level of Effort Index: Low

Subject Cluster: Educational Administration and Visibility Index: Low
Services

GENERAL FIELD SURVEY (N=41)

FAMILIARITY
12 % Previously Read/Skimmed 10 % Only Heard About/Seen 78 % Not Seen/Read
RECENCY OF READING
(N=5)
0 % Within past month 0 % Within . past 6 months
40 % Within past 3 months 60 % More than 6 months ago
COMMENTS

- READERS: Researcher: although not related to my area of interest, found it
tremendously informativa. College Prof: same defects as all ERIC reviews I encoun~

ter...longtime lag between appearance of items...too much on what is already common
knowledge.

e = e e

SPECIALISTS' SURVEY (N=3)

RECENCY OF READING

(N=0)
Within past month Within past 6 months
Within past 3 monthe __ More than 6 months ago
Cannot recall
COMMENTS

e Very little interpretation given. Treatment of each "model" quite superficial.
More a good beginning point to guide someone into materials he should look at when
dealing with decision-making models. Not terribly useful in understanding the topic.

e Comments about specific references superficially sketchy. Writing a bit too brief
for each topic.

Cr”
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(Document 5] continued)

READER EVALUATIONS (n=

QUALITY

Reference
Mean  _ Mean

Coverage

Up-to-dateness

Organization

Writing

Format

Discussicn
Reference

Percentage Percentage

Length:
About right
Tco long

Too short

UTILITY

Reference
Mean Mean

Lielevance

Need

Comparative usefulness

Purpose of use:
Obtain overview
Look up facts
Identify individuals

Identify relevant
literature

Update knowledge

Obtain new
knowledge

IMPACT
Percentage Reference Percentage

Used to make decision

Applied in my work

Used to give advice

Examined other documents

Consulted with author(s) or others

Passed document on to colleague(s)

NON-READER EVALUATIONS (n=32)

Utility Reasons for not reading:
(N=4)
High  Medium  Low
Relevance 23% 38% 9% _ 25 % Could not readily obtain a copy
Potential 44, 38% 16% 50 % Not sufficientiy interested
usefulness ””' T 25 % Lack of time
__ 0 % Other
L o -
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SPECIALISTS' EVALUATIONS ~(N=3)

QUALITY

(Document _ 51

cont inued)

Excellent

Good

Fair

Poor

Not
Applicable

No
Response

Choice of author

1 1

1

Selection of
content/material

2 1

Choice of references 2

Inclusion of current 2
material

Accuracy

Interpretation

Organization

$9]
-

Organization of
references

}-—.l

Format 1

Writing

UTILITY

Would you recommend to colleagues?

Yes i 3 No

i veeg:

Purpose of Use

Usefulness for Various Purposes

Very
Useful

Somewhat
Useful

Not At
All Useful

No
Response

Obtain overview '

2

Look up facts

Tdentify relevant literature

Identify individuals or institutions

¥

Update knowledge

Obtain new knowledge

Obtain practical guidance

2
1
2
1
1
1

Other:

Need for Document of This Type Overall Usefulness of Document
1 Very great 1 It is a very useful document.
2  Moderately great 2 Tt is not unusually useful, but
___ Not at all great it is worth having available.
Its usefulness is too limited
to justify 1its publication.
187 17 .




Document No. 52 Linking Schools and State Education Departments to Research
and Development Agencies, Analysis and Bibliography Series
##9, September 1970. (ED 043 118)

NCEC Unit: Educational Management Clearinghouse

\Product Type: Review Level of Effort Index: Low
f‘Subject Cluster: Educational Administration and Visibility Index: Low
Services

GENERAL FIELD SURVEY (N=55)

FAMILIARITY
11 7% Previously Read/Skimmed 15 % Only Heard About/Seen 75 % Not Seen/Read

RECENCY OF READING
(N=6)
17 % Within past month 17 % Within past 6 months

17 % Within past 3 months 50 % More than 6 months ago
' COMMENTS

READERS: Superintendent: contributed to conceptualization of a state education
renewal plan. Researcher: broadening effect in an area with which I was mot tob
‘amiliar. Researcher: not many documents of this nature exist...a new area.

Superintendent: have read many of author's publications, did not find it necessary
to ready this one.

SPECIALISTS' SURVEY (n=3)

RECENCY OF READING

(N=0)
Within past month | Within past 6 months
Within past 3 months More than 6 months ago
Cannot recall
COMMENTS

¢ What there was [in content], excellent...choice too limited.
e Superficial [in content], equal to a grad student's run through Education Index.

¢ Linkage between title and material presented often unclear. Too brief. More
detail wbuld be most useful.
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(Document 52 continued)

READER EVALUATIONS (N=

QUALITY UTILITY
Reference Reference
Mean Mean Mean Mean
] Coverage Relevance
? Up-to-dateness Need
Organization Comparative usefulness
Writing Purpose of use:
Format Obtain overview
Discussion * Look up facts
Reference Identify individuals

Percentage Percentage

Identify relevant

Length: literature
About right Update knowledge
Too long Obtain new
Too short knowledge

IMPACT

Percentage Reference Percentage

Used to make decision

Applied in my work

Used to give advice

Examined other documents

Consulted with author(s) or others

Passed document on to colleague(s)

NON-READER EVALYATIONS (N=41)

Utility Reasons for not reading:
(N=8)
High Medium Low
Relevance 397 417 20% 38 % Could not readily obtain a copy
" Potential 79 39% 349 38 % Not sufficiently interested
usefulness 0 % Lack of time
13 % Other
189
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(Document 52 continued)
SPECTALISTS' EVALUATIONS (N=3)
QUALITY
Excellent Goad Fair Poor “Applfgzble Resgznse
Choice of author 1 2
Selection of 1 1 1
content/material.
Choice of references 2 1 -
Inclusion of current 3
material
Accuracy 2 1
Interpretation 2 1
Organization 1 1 1
Organization of ? 1
references
Format 2 1
Writing - 1 1 1
UTILITY
Would you recommend to colleagues? Usefulness for Various Purposes
Yes 1 No 2
1t yes: Very Somewhat Not At No
Purpose of Use Useful Useful All Useful| Response
Obtain overview 1
Look up facts 1
Identify relevant literature 1
Identify individuals or institutions 1
Update knowledge 1
Obtain new knowledge 1
Obtain practical guidance 1
Other:
Need for Document of This Type Overall Usefulness of Document
1 Very great It is a very useful document.
1 Moderately great 1 It i{s not unusually useful, but
1 Not at all great it is worth having availlable.
o 2  Its usefulness is too limited
to justify its publication.
190 | B8
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Document No. 53 The Humanities in Preparing Educational Administrators,
Robin H. Farquhar, December 1970. (ED 044 765)

NCEC Unit: Educational Management Clearinghouse

Product Type: Review Level of Effort Index: High

Subject Cluster: Higher Education Visibility Index: Low

GENERAL FIELD SURVEY (N=31)

FAMILIARITY
26 % Previously Read/Skimmed 16 % Only Heard About/Seen 58 % Not Seen/Read
RECENCY OF READING

(N=28)
0 % Within past month 13 % Within past 6 months
0 % Within past 3 months 88 % More than 6 months ago
COMMENTS

READERS: Researcher: our department is redisigning the curriculum for school
administrators, and this document helped form my judgments regarding curriculum
matters.

NON-READERS: Prog. Spec: rrocrastination.

SPECIALISTS' SURVEY (N=2)

RECENCY OF READING

. (NIO) :
Within past month Within past 6 .amonths
_ Within past 3 months _ More than 6 months ago
- Cannot recall
COMMENTS

e Wall researched and well presented. Is a cogent treatment on that which “*s
essentially a side-road in educational administration. Does not appear that a study
of humanities organized academically achieves the purposes outlined on p. 6 of the
document...the place for humanities study is in the baccalaureate program, not in the
graduate school.

e Relevancy of document makes it mosc imﬁortant. Useful for developing awareness
for greater need for humanities in educational administration but also for opportuni-
ties and limitations of program develcpment.




(Document 53  continued)

READER EVALUATIONS (n=

QUALITY UTILITY
Reference Ref crence
Mean Mean Mean Mean

Coverage Relevance
Up-td—dateness Need
Organization Comparative usefulness
Writing Purpose of use:
Format Obtain overview
Discussion - Look up facts

Reference Identify individuals

Percentage  Percentage

Identify relevant

Length: literature
About right Update knowledge
Too long Obtain new
Too short knowledge

IMPACT

Percentage Reference Percentage
Used to make decision

Applied in my work

Used to give advice

Examii .J other documents

Consulted with author(s) or others

Passed document on to colleague(s)

NON-READER EVALUATIONS (N=18)

Utility Reasons for not reading:
(N= 5)
High  Medium Low |
Relevance 39% 44% 177 ___0_% Cculd not readily obtain a copy
Potential 199 287 287 60 % Not sufficiently interested
usefulness — - — N % iack of
2 % iack of time
- 20 % Other
Q Y
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(Document __ 53 continued)

SOECTALISTS' EVALUATIONS (N=2)
QUALITY
Excellent Good Fair Poor SOC No
Applicable} Response

Choice of author 1 1

Selection of 1 1
content/material

Choice of references 1 1

Inclusion of current 1 1
material

Accuracy 1 1

Interpretation 1 1 X

Orgrnization 1 1

Organization of 1 1
references

Format 1 1

Writing 2

UTILITY
Would you recommend to colleagues!? Usefulness for Various Purposes
Yes 2 No —
If yes: : Very Somewhat Not At No
Purpose of Use Useful Useful All Useful| Response

Obtain overview 2

Look up facts - 2

Identify relevant literature 1 1 )

Identify individuals‘or institutions 2

Update knowledge 2

Obtain new knowledge 1 1

Obtain practical guidance 1. 1

Other: )

Need for Document of This Type Overall Usefulness of Document
1 Very great 1 Tt 1s a very useful document.
______ Moderately great 1 1 It is not unusually useful, but

1 Not at all great it is worth having available.
Its usefulness is too limited
to justify its publication.
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Document No. 58 Legal Aspects of Control of Student Activities by Public School
Authorities (Officials), #1 in the NOLPE Monograph Series, L.
(ED 044 829)

Edmund Reutter, Jr., December 1970.

. NCEC Unit: Educational Management®Clearinghouse
Level of Effort Index: High

Product Type: Review
Educational Administration and Visibility Index: Med ium

Subject Cluster:
Services

GENERAL FIELD SURVEY (N=37)

FAMILIARITY
89 % Not Seen/Read

3 % Previously Read/Skimmed 8 % Only Heard About/Seen

RECENCY OF READING

(N=1)
100 % Within past month 0 % Within past 6 months
0 % Within past 3 months 0 7% More than 6 months ago
COMMENTS ~

SPECIALISTS' SURVEY (N=2) |
: RECENCY OF READING

(N=0)
Within past month _ _ Within past 6 months
Within pasﬁ 3 months More than 6 months ago
_ Cannot recall
COMMENTS

e Author nationally recognized writer in field of school law. Areas covered of
vital concern to practitioner. Effectively written. A well organized and carefully

written reference. Practitioner can well use this document in day-to—day decision—

making activities.

194 1 e /l




(Document 54 continued)

READER EVALUATIONS (=

QUALITY UTILITY
Reference Reference
Mean Mean Mean Mean
Coverage i Relevance
Up-Eo—datoness Need
Organization Comparative usefulness
Writing Purpose of use:
Format Obtain overview
Discussion Look up facts
Reference Identify individuals

Percentage Percentage

Identify relevant

Length: literature
About right Update knowledge
Too long Obtain new
Too short knowledge

IMPACT

Percentage °© Reference Percentage

Used to make decision

Applied in my work

Used to give advice

Examined other documents

Consulted with author(s) or others

Passed document on to colleague(s)

NON-READER EVALUATIONS (N=33)

Utilicy Reasons for not reading:
(N=3)
High Medium Low
Relevance 9% 127% _9% 33 % Could not readily obtain a copy
Potential 79% .an% 9 0 % Not sufficiently interested
usefulness 0 % Lack of time
33 % Other
Q . 195
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(Document 54 continued)

SPECTALISTS' EVALUATIONS (N=2)

QUALITY
] Not No
cxcellent Good Fair Poor Applicable| Response
Choice of author . 2
L//> Selection of 1 1 -
content/material
Choice of references 1 -1
Inclusion of current 1 1 ,
material *~ e
Accuracy 2
Interpretation 1 1
Organization 2
Organization of 9
references
Format 1 1
Writing 1 1
UTILITY
Would you recommenq to colleagues? Usefulness for Various Purposes
Yes 2 No
If yes: Very Somewhat - Not At No
s Purpose of Use "Useful Useful All Useful Response
Obtain overview 2 ﬁ
Look up facts 1 1
Identify relevant literature 1 1
Identify individuals or institutions 2
Update knowledge 1 1
Obtain new knoﬁié&ée : 2
Obtain practical guidance 1 1
Other:
Need for Document of This Type Overall Usefulness of Document
2 Very great 2 1t is a very useful document.
_____ Moderately great It is not unusually useful, but
Not at all great it is worth having available.
___ Its usefulness is too limited
to justify its publication.

AR Y
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Document No. 55 Social and Technological Change: Implications for Education,
Philip K. Piele (Ed.) et al., Dezember 1970. (ED 044 833)

NCEC Unit: Educational Management Clearinghouse

Product Type: Review Level of Effort Tndex: High
Subject Cluster: Educational Administration and visibility Index: Medium
Services

GENERAL FIELD SURVEY (N=88)

FAMILIARITY
14 % Previously Read/Skimmed 7 % Only Heard About/Seen 80 % Not Seen/Read
RECENCY OF READING
’ (N=12)
0 % Within past month 42 7 Within past 6 months
8 % within past 3 months 50 % More than 6 months ago
COMMENTS

READERS: Prog. Spec: a good summary. Superintendent: the Kaufman work is
developed in a manner that can be used with staf{ for planning activities.

SPECIALTISTS' SURVEY (n=

RECENCY OF READING

(N=
Within past month _______Within past 6 months
Within past 3 months More than 6 months ago
Cannot recall
COMMENTS

[See Documents 55A, B, C, D, and E
for evaluations on each chapter.]
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(Document 55

B a——

continued)

READER EVALUATIONS = (N=

QUALITY UTILITY
Reference Reference
Mean Mean Mean Mean
Coverage Relevance
Up~to~-dateaess Need
Organization Comparative usefulness
Writing Purpose of use:
Format Obtain overview
is'ussion Look up facts
| Reference Identify individuals
Fercentage Percentage Identify ~levant
Length: literai. .e
About right Update knowledge
Too long Obtain new -
Too short knowledge
™MPACT
Percentage Reference Percentage
Used vo wake decision
Applied in my work
Used to give advice
Examined other documents
Consulted with author(s) or others
Passed document on to colleague(s)
—
NON-READER EVALUATIONS (N=70)
Utility Reasons for not reading:
High Medium Low (N=6)
Relevance 547% 37% _I% _ 33 % Could not réadily obtain a copy
Potential 467, L4 9% 0 Z Not sufficiently interested
usefulness — — - 17 % Lack of time
__33 % Other




Document No. 55A Nature of Our Changing Sociely: lImpiications tor Schocois, Willis
W. Harman.

NCEC Unit:
Type: | Level of Effort Index:
Satje.t Cluster: Visibility Index:

GENERAL FIELD SURVEY (n=

FAMILTARITY
% Previously Read/Skimmed % Only Heard About/Seen % Not Seeun/Read
RECENCY OF READING
% Within past month 4 % Within past 6 months
% Within past 3 months % More than 6 months ago
COMMENTS

SPECIALISTS' SURVEY (N=2)

RECENCY OF READING

(N=0)
Within past month Within past 6 months
Within past 3 months More than 6 months ago
‘ _ Cannot recall
COMMENTS

e Intellectual level relatively high, which immediately limits reading audience.
Those who dig through will find excellent material. Weakest part of paper is the
formal layout which might discourage the practitioner. Writing clear but unnecess-
arily pedantic. Really too bad that some of the best material such as this article
may never be read by most general practitioners in the education field. Creative
thinkers, such as the author, owe it to their public to phrase their tfdughts in
terms less abstruse.

e Author writes with clarity and develops points in an orderly manner infto logical
conclusions. Material well organized which facilitates reading. Utilizes an
extensive vocabulary which flows through his writing to the benefit of the reader.
Dr. Harman's skillful treatment of the nature of our changing society with impli-
cations for schools is recommended reading.
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SPECIALISTS' EVALUATIUNS (n=2)

QUALITY

(Document 55A continued)

Excellent

Goad

Not No

Fair Applicable| Response

Foor

: —
~

Choice of author

Selection of
content/material

ra

Choice of references

Inclusionu of current 1
material

Accuracy 1

Interpretation 2

Organization 1

 Organization of

references

Format

Writing 1

UTILITY

Would you recommend to colleagues?

Yes 2 No
If yes:

———

Purpose of Use

Usefulness for Various Purposes

Very
Useful

Somewhat
Useful

Not At No
All Useful| Respomnse

Obtain overview

2 .-

-

Look up facts

Identify relevant literature

Identify individuals or institutions

Update knowledge

Obtain new knowledge

Obtain practical guidance

Other:

Need for ﬁocument of This Type

2 Very great
Moderately great

Not at all great

———— s

Overall Usefulness of Document

2 It is a very useful document.

‘It is not unusually useful, but
it is worth having available.

[ts usefulness is too limited
to justify its publication.
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Document No. 55B Teacher Militancy: Implications for the Schools, KRichard L. Williamy

NCEC Unit:
Product Type:

Subject Ciuster:

Level of Effort Index:

Visibility Index:

3
GENERAL FIELD SURVEY (N=
FAMILIARITY
_ % Previously Read/Skimmed % Only Heard About/Seen _ ¥ Not Seen/Read
" RECENCY OF READING
(N=
% Within past month % Within past 6 months
% W.chin past 3 months ’ % More than 6 months ago
COMMENTS

SPECIALISTS® SURVEY (N=3)

Within past month
Within past 3 months

e Well organized. A theoretical study which depends on interpretation. Is
stimulating and c’:ar although not strikingly original. '

e Several, but not all, ideas have been mentioned by others. Especially good for
poorly informed and inexperienced (in negotiationms) educators.

e Excellent choice of author.
school administrator.

RECENCY OF READING

(N=0)
Within past 6 months

_More than & months ago
Cannot recall :

COMMENTS

Scholarly, yet easy to read. Interesting to public
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(Document 558 continued)

SPECIALISTS' EVALUATIONS (N=3)

QUALITY
Excellent Good Fair Poor Appsz;ble Resgznse
Choice ot author 2 1 )
Selection of 2 1
content/materiél
Choice of references 3
Inclusion of current 1 2
material 3
Accuracy 2 1
Interpretation 2 1
Organization 2 1 )
Organization of 1 9
references
Format 1 2
Writing 3
UTILITY
Would you recommend to colleagues? Usefulness for Varioué Purposes:
Yes 3 No .
It yes: Very Somewhat Not At No
Purpose of Use Useful Useful All Useful] Response
Obtain overview 2 1
Look up facts 1 1 1
Identify relevant literature 3
Identify individuals or institutions 3
Update knowledge 2 1
Obtain new knowledge 2 1
Obtain practical guidance 2 1
Other: Develop theory about - 1
teacher organization
Need for Document of This Type Overall Usefulness of Document
1 Very great 3 It is a very useful document.
2 Moderately great It is not unusually useful, but
Not at all great it is worth having available.
Its usefulness is too limited
to justify its publication.
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Document No. 55C System Approaches to Education: Discussion and Attempteu

Integration, Roger. A. Kaufman.

NCEC Unict:

Product Type: Level of Effort Index:

Subject Cluster: Visibility Index:

GENERAL FIELD SURVEY (n=

FAMILIARITY
% Previously Read/Skimmed % Only Heard About/Seen % Not Seen/Read
RECENCY OF READING
% Within past month i % Within past 6 months
% Within past 3 months %Z More than 6 months ago
COMMENTS

SPECIALISTS' SURVEY (N=3)

RECENCY OF READING
(N=0)

______Within past month Within past 6 months
Within past 3 months More than 6 months aéo

Cannot recall
COMMENTS

e Imprecise; too verbose. Extensive, perhaps too extensive for a school

administrator.
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(Document 350 continred)
SPECIALISTS © EVALUATIUNS  (N-3,
§

QUALITY
- \ “' ] Mot 1 No |
Excellent Goaod Faix Poor Applicabie| Responsc
Choice ot author 1 1 1 .
Selection of 1 1 1
coutent/material | ! ‘
Choice of references 3 N
Inclusicr of current 1 "
material - - S G
Accuracy 2 1 L
Interpretation 1 1 ) ) n
Organization 2 1 ,
Organizatinn of n 1
references -
€ ]
Format 1 1 1 i
Writing 1 1 1 i [_-
UTILITY
a ? : )
Would you recommend to colleagues Usefulness for Various Furposec
YES 2 NO l - [
1f yes: Very Somewhat Not At No
Purpose of Use Useful Useful All Useful Respouse
Obtain overview 2
Look up facts 2
Identify relevant literature 2
Identify individuals or institutions 2
Update knowledge 2
Obtain new knowledge 1 i
Obtain practical guidance 2
Other:
Need for Document of This Type Overall Usefulness of Document
Very great 2 It is a very useful document.
3 Moderately great 1 It is not unusually useful, but
Not at all great it is worth having available.
Its usefulness is too limited
to justify its publication.
Q
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Nocument No £ap ﬁ:ﬂtyg_§ﬁ1:§§g§5ﬁ_}g“ﬁgﬁyggjpﬁik‘P§unning, Marvin €. AlKin .ind
James £. Brune.

NCEC Juif:
Preduct Type: Level of Effort Iundex:

Subject Cluster: vigibility Index:

remca~ . ——— r— . e s = - o o em b —— a2 e e e o

GENERAL FIELD SURVEY (N=

FAMYLIARITY
% Previously Read/Skimmed  _ % Only Heard About/Seen % Not Seen/HKead
RECENCY OF XEADING
% (N« .
% Within past month % Witnin past 6 months
% Within past 3 months ' % More than 6 months ago

COMMENTS

— v ——

SPECIALISTS' SURVEY (N=3)

[ ) RECENCY GF READING
(N=0)
______Within past month . Wichin past 6 months
Within past 3 montns ) More than 6 months ago
o Cannot recall
COMMENTS

e Outstanding, well done. Suited to educational administration and research and
evaluation.

-~

e Do not agree with many distinctions drawn in this piece...tends to be a bit

superficial. However, useful as overview for beginners and also, at times, is
provocative.
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SPLOIALESTY T EVALUATIUND (a=3,
QUALTITY
r ' 4 ] Not No
nxcellenL{ Geod bair Faor applicable| Response

vholee of author R 1
Sulucgzﬁn ot , ;!

content/material ‘
Choice of reterences : ’BY
Inclusion of current 1 )

material
Accurucy ] 2
Interpretation 1 2
Organization 2 i
Organization of 1 5

references
Format B 3 )
Wrzting 1 2

. UTILITY
\
Would you recommend to colleagues? Usefulness for Various fsurposes
Yeg 3 Ne - L
1f yes: | Very Somewhat Not At No
Purpose of Use Useful . Useful All Useful| Response

Obtain overview 3
Loog&up fagts 3
Iﬁﬁhif!y ?pievant literature 2 1
Iddnnxfy dndividuals or institutions 1 2
Updaﬁg hpd‘ledge 2 1
Obtaip new knowledge ' 2 1
Obtain practical guidance 1 2
Other: (Clarifyv termigology 1

Need for Document of This Type

3 Very great
Moderately great
Not at all great

Overall Usefulness of Document

-3

It is a very useful document.

It is not unusually useful, but
it is worth having available.

Its usefulness is too limited
to justify its publication.
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Uocument No. 56 LuuCabscal s guweet Telesbavi Saonen o T gtons LR
tives, John A, Evans.

NCEC Unit:
I‘I'k:dugt T'\'pC' Poves of ftert Totex:

Subject Cluster: Visibility Index:

—

— N ——— = . i e e e o e ——cr et e i 5 . TR e+ = s e S mnes o mm

GENERAL FIELD SURVEY (3

FAMILIARITY

Y o Previously Read/Skimmed % Only Heard About. seen ~ T Nol Seens Kewd

RECENCY OF READING

(N=
% Within past month ~ % Within past & menths
% Within past 3 months % More than b ont s Lago
COMMENTS

SPECIALISTS' SURVEY (N=3)

RECENCY OF READING

(N=1)
_ Within past month ~_ Withinspast 6 months
_ Within past 3 months __ More rhan 6 months ago
1 Cuannot recall :
COMMENTS

e A very fine paper that exhausts the subject so far as 1 am awire. Only lack is
the obvious fact thiat education has nct generally adopted these technigues sufficient-
ly to begin to shape them tc its peculiar needs.

e Needed; well done.
e Well organized and clearly written. I conclusions drawn, scems the promide o i

{ncrease flexibility in education through M.1.5. technolopy nof dealt with
realistically.




(Document 55E

continued)

SPECIALISTS' EVALUATIONS (N=3)
QUALITY
) - Not No
Excellent Good Fair Poor Applicable| Response
¢ »ice of author 2 1
Selection of
3
-~ontent/material
Chuice of retfterences 3
Inclusion of current
3
material
Accuracy 3 .
taterpretation 3 3
Organization 3
Organization of 3
references
Format 3 _
Wiiting 3 ]
UTILITY
25 ’?
Would you recommend to colleague Usetulness for Various Furposes
Yes 3 No o T ) L
Cves: — Y )
Htoyes: Very Somewh !l Not At} Nao
Furpose of Use Useful Useful All L&&ibl! Response
o F —————————————— e o
Obtain overview 3 !
Look up facts 2 1 ?
Identify relevant literature 3 L
Identify individuals or institutions 2 1 ;
. 3
Update knowledge ]
Obtain new knowledge 2 1
meeac e s et s
Obtain practical guidance 2 1
- et e
Other o .

Need for Document of This Type

3 Very great

Moderately great

Not at all great

Overall Usefulness of Document

3 It

Vs

s a very useful document.

It is not unusually useful, but
it is worth having available.

I1ts usefulness is too limited
to justify its publication.
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Document No. 56 Instructional Materials Center, Don H. Coombs, et al.,Dec. 1969.
(ED 034 438)

NCEC Unit: Educational Media and Technology Clearinghouse

Product Type: ZPEibliography Level of Effort Index: LoWw

Subject Cluster: Educational Administration and Visibility Index: Low
Services

GENERAL_FIELD SURVEY ~(N-251)
FAMILIARITY

12 7% Previously Read/Skimmed 16 % Only Heard About/Seen 72 % Not Seen/Read

RECENCY OF READING
(N=30)

13 % Within past month 30 % Within past 6 months

13 % Within past 3 months 43 % More than 6 months ago
COMMENTS

READERS: Researcher: admire efforts to vary presentations, but size of Stanford's
Series 3 documents is a nuisance. College Prof: good selection of topics and
annotations. Instr. Resources Spec: it would be most helpful if new documents (not
over 1 year old) were packaged separately from others. ..great while
studying junior year...gives background for job selection.

¥
NON-READERS: Supervisor: no immediate need for it. Researcher: budget limitations..
limited scope of material research data available. Instr. Resources Spec: we have
more resources than those in document. Instr. Resources Spec: was requested and
used by faculty. Superintendent: forwarded to IMC director. Sec. Teacher: ran out
"of money. Instr. Resources Spec: not budgeted for using audiovisual materials.

SPECIALISTS' SURVEY (N=3)

RECENCY OF READING

(N=1)
_ Within past month Within past 6 months
o Within past 3 months More than 6 months ago
1 Cannot recall
COMMENTS

e Annotations clecr and concise...conform closely to original documents. Logically
organized and wost helpful. Useful basis for bibliographic referenc~ to students
interested in this area.

e Reasonably good bibliographic reference. Uszfulness comes from its coverage as
a source list.




(Document 56 continued)

READER EVALUATIONS (N=130)
QUALITY
Reference
Mean  Reference Mean Percentage FPercentage
Coverage 2.47 (2.49) No. of references:
Up-to-dateness 2.93 2.78) About right 837% (81%)
Organization 2.37 (2.23) Too many 0% C.4%)
Format 2.60 (2.72) Too few 13% (11%)
Textual material 2.70 (2.47)
UTILITY
©  Mean Reference Mean
Relevance 2.83 (2.77)
Need 2.33 (2.39)
Comparative usefulness 2.70 (2.70) Ref erence
Pércentage Percentage
Purpose of use: -
To identify documents on particular topilcs 837 ( 73%
To identify documents orn particular projects 47% ( 417
To identify documents by particular individuals 13% ¢13%)
To identify documents from particular institutioms 177 (11%)
To perform comprehensive search of literature 50% (55%)
To see kinds of new work being reported 80% (67%)
IMPACT
Were cited documents examined? Yes 21 (70%) Was content of cited
document (s) as expected
from bibliographic
reference? Yes 70 X No 30 %

NON-READER EVALUATIONS (N= 180)
Utility Reasons for not reading:
(N=41)
High Medium Low
Relevance 427 387 - 1974 32 2 Could not readily obtain a copy
Potential 19 79 305 39 % Not sufficiently interested
usefulness =—== e ——— 5 % Lack of time
x 20 % Other
2i:§.,‘;
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(Document 536

_ continued)

SPECIALISTS' EVALUATIONS (N=3)
QUALITY
Excellent | Good Fai P Mot No
xcellen cod air oor applicable| Response
Choice of author 1 2
Selection of 1 9
content/material ~
Choice of references 1 2
Inclusion of current 1 1 1
material
Accuracy 1 2
Interpretation 2
—_—
Organization 2
Organization of
references 1 1 1
Format 2 1
L_Writing 1 2
UTILITY
Woul C t ?
culd you recommend to colleagues Usefulness for Various Purposes
Yes 3 No
If :
Loyes Very Somewhat Not At No
Purpose of Use Useful Useful All Useful] Response
Obtain overview 2 1
Look up facts 1 1 1
Identify relevant literature 2 1
Identify individuals or institutions 3
Update knowledge 2 1
Obtain new knowledge 3
Obtain practical guidance 1 1 1
Other:
Need for Document of This Type Overall Usefulness of Document
1 Very great 3 1t is a very useful document.
2 Moderately great 1t is not unusually useful, but
Not at all great it is worth having available.
Its usefulness is too limited
to justify its publication.
211
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Document No. 57 Museums and Media: A Basic Reference Shelf, & Museums and Media:
A Status Report, Philip C. Ritterbush & Richard Grove, Dec. 1970.
(ED &4 935)

NCEC Unit: FEducarional Media and Technology Clearinghouse

Product Type: Bibliography Level of Effort Index: High

Subject Cluster: Educational Administration and Visibility Index: Low
Services

GENERAL FIELD SURVEY (N=136)

FAMILTARITY
8 % Previously Read/Skimmed 13 % Only Heard About/Seen 79 % Not Seen/Read
RECENCY OF READING
(N=11)
55 % Within past month 18 % Within past 6 months
18 % Within past 3 months S % More than 6 months ago
COMMENTS

NON-READERS: Prog. Spec: specific need did not arise. Instr. Resources Spec: 1
knew document was available and could be retrieved upon need. Unclass: specific
topics not exactly what I wanted. Instr. Resources Spec: sent copy A0 museum
director in Canada--contained reference that proved valuable. Supervisor: mofe
academic than of immediate and practical interest.

SPECIALISTS' SURVEY (N=3)

RECENCY OF READING

(N=0)
Within past month Within past 6 months
Within past 3 months More than 6 months ago
Cannot recall
COMMENTS

e Introductory part misses mark to a great extent. Bibliography told one more
than I want to know about museums.

o Content for producer of service good, for consumer of service fair to poor.
Author perhaps too close to own specialty and not that of intended audience. Would
be of value to media generalist...will have increased importance for general
‘educator in the near future...to appeal to the educational practitioner a new
overview would be necessary.

e Seems quite useful in giving an overview of expanding role of new media in
museum education. Provides useful bibliography of annotated articles for both
teachers and museum specialists.

r . N
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(Document 57 continued)

READER EVALUATIONS (N=
QUALITY
Reference
Mean  Reference Mean Percentage Percentage
Coverage No. of references:
Up~to-dateness About right
Organization : Too many
R Format Too few
Textual material
UTILITY
Mean Reference Mean
Relevance T
Need .
Comparative usefulness Reference
Purpose of use: Percentage Percentage
To identify documents on particular topics
To identify documents on particular projects
To identify documents by particular individuals
To identify documents from particular institutions
To perform comprenensive search of literature
To see kinds of new work being reported
IMPACT
Were cited documents examined? Yes Was content of cited
document (s) as expected
from bibliographic
. reference? Yes % No %
:
NON-READER EVALUATIONS (N=108)
Utility Reasons for not reading:
(N=17)
High Medium Low
Relevance 21% 37% 42% _&3__3 Could not readily cobtain a copy
Posig;iiiess 15% 317 521 41 % Not sufficiently interested
12 X Lack of time
_29 % Other

ERIC #3213




(Document 57 continued)

SPECIALISTS' EVALUATIONS (N=3)

QUALITY
Excellent Good Fair Poor Applﬁzzble Ressgnse
Choice of author 1 1 1
Selection of 1 9
content/material . _
Choice of references 1 2
Inclusion of current 3
material
Accuracy ‘ 1 2
Interpretation 2
Organization 3
Organization of 9 1
references
Format 2 1
Writing 3
UTILITY
Would you recommend to colleagues? Usefulness for Various Purposes
Yes 3 No )
If yes: Very Zéomewhat Not At No
Purpose of Use ‘ Useful Useful All Useful} Response
Obtain overview 2 1
Look up facts 2 1
Identify relevant literature 3
Identify individuals or institutions 1 2
Update knowledge 1 2
Obtain new_knowledgé477 1 1 1
Obtain practical guidance 1 2
Other:
Need for Document of This Type Overall Usefulness of Document
Very great 1 It is a very useful document.
2 Moderately great 2 It 1is.not unusually useful, but
_ 1 Not at all great it is worth having available.
Its usefulness is too limited
to justify its publication.
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Document No.58 The Interview: An Educational Research Tool, Andrew Collins,
December 1970. (ED 044 931

NCEC Unit: Educational Media and Technology Clearinghouse

Product Type: Practical Guidance Paper Level of Effort Index: Low

Subject Cluster: Educational Administration and Visibility Index: Low
Services

- GENERAL FIELD SURVEY (N=1075
, FAMILIARITY

10 % Previously Read/Skimmed 8 % Only Heard About/Seen 81 % Not Seen/Read
RECENCY OF READING
(N=11)
g % Within past month | | 45 % Within past 6 months
27 7% Within past 3 months " 18 ¥ More than 6 months ago
COMMENTS

READERS: Researcher: difficult to use. Instr. Resources Spec: reviewed and
recommended it for purchase in library collection.

NON-READERS: Researcher: budget limits...would desire a copy for our research
library. Researcher: was not involved in research requiring interviews...level
appears too general.

4

SPECIALISTS' SURVEY (N=3)

RECENCY OF READING

(N=1)
_ Within past month Within past 6 months
Within past 3 months More than 6 months ago
. 1 Cannot recall
COMMENTS

¢ Like big print for wide full-page column. Clear; logical development. Good
"how to'" for interviewing methods.

e Excellent practical introduction. Aim of introducing a "lay" public to tasic
interviewing technique demands good writing...author is excellent. For people
planning their first survey, exactly what is needed. Particularly impressed with
lack of too much jargon, and with translation of jargon where necessary.

L4
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(Document 58 continued)

READER EVALUATIONS (N=

QUALITY UTILITY
Reference Reference
Mean Mean Mean Mean
Coverage Relevance
) Up-to-dateness Need
Organization Comparative usefulness
Writing Purpose of use:
Format Obtain overview
Discussion Look up facts
Reference Identify individuals

Percentage Percentage

Identify relevant

Length: literature
About right Update knowledge
Too long Obtain new
Too short knowledge

IMPACT

Percentagg‘ Reference Percentage

Used to make decision

Applied in my work

Used to give advice

Examined other documents

Consulted with author(s) or others

Passed document on to colleague(s)

NON-READER EVALUATIONS (N=87)

Utility Reasons for not reading:
(N=9)
| High Medium ILow
Relevance 342 47% 18% 22 % Could not readily obtain a copy
Potential 24LY L6% 28% 33 % Not sufficiently interested
usefulness 22 % Lack of time
22 ¥ Other
nT
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(Document 58

continued)

SPECTALISTS' EVALUATIONS (nN=2)
QUALITY
Excellent Good Fai; Poor Applfzzble Resggnse

Choice of author 2 1
Selection of 9 1

content/material
Choice of refereaces 1 1 1

P'Inclusion of current

material 1 1 1
Accuracy 1 2
Interpretation 2 1
Organization 2 1
Orgapization of 3

re.erences
Format 1 2
Writing 3

UTILITY
Would you recommend to colleagues? Usefulness for Various Puf;%ses
Yes 3 Ne l
If yes: Ver& Somewhat Not At No
Purpose of Use Useful Useful All Useful Response

Obtain overview 2 1
Look up facts 1
Identify relevant literature 1 1 1
Identify individuals or institutions 3
Update knowledge 1 2
Obtain new knowledge 1 '1 1
Obtain practical guidance 3
Other:

Need for Document of This Type

Very great

3 Moderately great

Not at all great

Overall Usefulness of Document

_Z

1

It is a very useful document.

It i{s not unusually useful, but
it 1s worth having available.

Its usefulness is too limited
to justify its publication.

T
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Document No. 59 A Position Paper on CAI Research and Development, John H. Feldhusen
" & Paul Lortonm, Jr., February 1970. (ED 036 204)

NCEC Unit: Educational Media and Technology Clearinghouse

Product Type: Review Level of Effort Index: Low

Subject Cluster: Instructional Content Visibility Index: Low
: .

GENERAL FIELD.SURVEY (N=219)

FAMILIARITY
14 ¥ Previously Read/Skimmed 11 % Only Heard About/Seen 76 % Not Seen/Read

RECENCY OF READING
| (N= 30)
13 % Within past month 30 % Within past 6 months

20 % Withim past 3 months ' 37 % More than 6 months ago
COMMENTS

READERS: Instr. Resources Spec: helped in aspects of dissertation...preliminary to
articles, would be helpful to give brief abstract of all similar items. Researcher:
a more extended bibliography might improve it.

NON-READERS: Instr. Resources Spec: lack of funds has made CAI a too distant dream.
College Prof: will use now that has been brought to my attention. Instr. Resources
Spec: at time, few articles interested me.

N
SPECIALISTS' SURVEY (N=3)
RECENCY OF READING
(N=0)

Within past month Within past 6 months
Within past 3 months More than 6 months ago

Cannot recall

COMMENTS

LY

e Good writing style, good balance. Slight bias. Logical sequencing.

-

e ''Watershed" critique, prepared at critical time in the development of CAI.

e Might have included something about present work with computers (student records
and class or individualized scheduling). References might have been organized

around papers discussed. Some copies not straight on page...words lost beyond margin.
Writing far above average for this sort of thing. 1In its day, should have had much
wider exposure to general public and within Office of Education staff.

%!
-
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READER EVALUATIONS (N=30)

QUALITY UTILITY
Reference Ret erence
Meun Mean Medi Mean
Coverage 2.53 (2.50) Relevance . b0 ()
Up~to-dateness 2.77 (2.81) Need =.33 (.39
Organization 2.27 (2,31 Comparative usefuluess 2.60 (2.58)
Writing 2.50 (2.21) Purpose of use:
Format 2:60 (2.72) Obtain overview 2.03 (2.63)
Discussion 2.17 (2.32) Look up facts 2.10 (2.20)
Reference Identify individuals 2:20 (2.1
Percentage Percentage Identify relevant 2.33 (2.36)
Length: literature
About right  80% (82%) Update knowledge - =47  (Z:37)
Too long 3% (_4%) Obtain new 2,30 (2.1%)
Too short 13% (10%) knowledge
IHPACT
Percentaga Reference Percentage
Used to make decision 17% (19%)
Applied in my work 67% (89%
Used to give advice 40% (42%)
Examined other documents 337 (32%
Consulted with author(s) or others 3% (_8%)
Passed document on to colleague(s) 407 (46%)
NON-READER EVALUATIONS (N=166) —
Utility Reasons for not reading:
(N=23)
High Medium Low
Relevance 28% 4% 18% ~17 % Could not readily obtain a copy
Potential 20% L8 317 _43 X Not sufficiently Interested
usefulness — 13 % Lack of time
__26 % Other

. o 9
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{Document 59 contiu.ed]
SPECIALI§ES' EVALUATIONS (v
QUALITY
S
Excell Good Fai P Not o
xcellent © air cor Applicable] Respuonusw
Choice of author 2 1 ]
Selection of 1 )
content/material
Choice of references 3
Inclusion of current "
2 1
material -
Accuracy 2 1 1
Interpretation 2 1
Organization 3
Organization of
. 1 1 1
references
Format 2 1
~Writing 2 1
UTILITY
Would you recommend to colleagues? Usefulness for Various Purposes
Yes 3 Mo
TE yes: Very Somewhat Not At No
Purpose of Use Useful Useful All Usgeful Response
Obtain overview 3
Look up facts 3
Identify relevant literature 3
Identify individuals or ingtritutions 2 1
Update knowledge 2 1
Obtain new knowledge 3
Obtain practical guidance 1 1 1
Other:

Need for Document of This lype

3 Very great

Moderately great

e e g

Not at all great

—3

Overall Usefulnes. «f Document

It 18 a very usciul 4. .cument.

It 4s not unusually useful, but
it 1s worth having available.

Its usefulness is too limited
to justify its publication.

'
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Document No. 60 A Guide to the Literature on Interactive Use of Computers for
Instrrction, Karl L. Zinn & Susan McClintock, January 1970.
(ED Q3. 202)

NCEC Unit: Educational Melii. _a- Technology Clearinghouse
Product Type: Review Level of Effort Index: Medium
Subject Cluster: Instructional Content Visibility Index: Medium

GENERAL FIELD SURVEY (N=191)

FAMILIARITY
10 % Previously Read/Skimmed 15 % Only Heard About/Seen 76 % Not Seen/Read
RECENCY OF READING
Q % Within past month 35 % Within past 6 months
25 % Within past 3 months 40 % More than 6 months ago
COMMENTS

READERS: College Admin: concluded that author had fallen behind state of the art.

NON-READERS: Instr. Resources Spec: because of cutbacks in educational funding,
boards will not incorporate CAI when they cannot supply funds for library materials...
ergo, report has little value for this commission. Supervisor: recommended to

Math department for computer training program.

SPECTALISTS' SURVEY (N=3)

RECENCY OF READING

(N=0)
Within past month Within past 6 months
_ Within past 3 months More than 6 months ago
Cannot recall
COMMENTS

e Reporting very objective. References might have been set in categories. Writing
too brief in some instances for the non-expert.

e Very good overview of computer applications to education.

¢ As a guide, excellent. Could have taken more time to clarify (extend) issues.

221
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(Document 60 continued)

READER EVALUATIONS (N= 20)

UALITY UTILITY
Reference Reference
Mean Mean Mean Mean
Coverage 2.55 (2.50) Relevance 2.85  (2.72)
Up-to-dateness 2.80 (2.81) Need 2.40 (2.33)
Organization 2.45 (2.31) Comparative usefulness 2.60  (2.58)
Writing 2.60 (2.51) Purpose of use:
Format 2.50 (3..1%) Obtain overview 2.35 (2.63)
Discussion 2.30 (2.32) | Look up facts 2.10 (2.20)
Reference Identify individuals 2.30 2.13)
Percentage Percentage Identify relevant ,
Length: literature 230 (2:39)
About right 95% (82%) Update knowledge 2.35 (2.47) 7t
" Too long _0z (4%) Obtain new 2.15 (2.14)
Too short  _5% (10%) knowledge o '
IMPACT
' Percentage Reference Percentage
Used to make decision 20% (19%)
Applied in my work 65% (69%)
Used to give advice -, 35% (42%)
~~Examined other documents ' 35% 32%)
Consulted with author(s) or others 102 ( 8%)
Passed document on to colleague(s) 20% (46%)

NON-READER EVALUATIONS (N=146)

Utility
High Medium Low
Relevance 36% 44z 19%
Potential 25% 38% 362
usefulness — —

Reasons for not reading:

(N= 25)
28 2% Could not readily obtain a copy
48 % Not sufficiently interested
8 X Lack of time
16 X Other

N




SPECIALISTS' EVALUATIONS ~(N=3)

(Document 60 continued)

QUALITY
Excellent Good Fair Poor Not No
Applicable| Response

Choice of author 2 1
Selection of !

content/material 3 ]
Choice of references 2 1
Inclusion of current 5 1

material
Accuracy 3
Interpretation 3
Organization 2 1
Organization of

references 2 1
Format 3
Writing 2 1

UTILITY
Would you recommend to colleagues? Usefulness for Various Purposes
Yes 3 No ‘
It yes: Very Somewhat Not At No
Purpose of Use Useful Useful All Useful} Response
Obtain overview 3
Look up facts 2 1
Identify relevant literature 3
Identify individuals or institutions 3
Update knowledge 1 1 1
Obtain new knowledge 1 2
Obtain practical guidance 2 1
Other: Evaluation of work in 1
these areas

o

Need for Document of This T.re

3 Very great
Moderately great

Not at all great

e et

Overall Usefulness of Document

3 It is a very useful document.

1t is not unusually useful, but
i+ is worth having available.

Its usefulness is too limited
to justify its publication.
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Qacument No. 61 Grouping for Instruction, Exceptional Children Bibliography Series,
November 1969. (ED 036 034)

{
NCEC Unit: Exceptional Children Clearinghouse

Product Type: Bibliography Level of Effort Index: Low
Subject Cluster: Special and Other Educational Visibility Index: Low
: Groups

GENERAL FIELD SURVEY - (N=112)

FAMILIARITY
15 % Previously Read/Skimmed 21 % Only Heard About/Seen 63 % Not Seen/Read

RECENCY OF READING
35 % Within past month 18 % Within past 6 months

18 % Within past 3 months | 29 % More than 6 months ago
COMMENTS

READERS: Special Educator: 1listings of documents very helpful...liked the use of
good (fairly current) research in this report...many times the research 1is not
current and therefore, voids the article.

NON-READERS: Counselor: microfiche reader just now available. Special Educator:
information I received indicated cost was too high for needs I have.

SPECIALISTS' SURVEY (N=3)

RECENCY OF READING

(N=0)
Within past month Within past 6 months
______ Within past 3 months More than 6 months ago
Cannot recall
COMMENTS
(-\

e More concerned with "gifted" children than with "ability" grouping. Poor
document. Several items not important to areas...many recent and classic documents
not included.

e Descriptors could follow abstracts. The ERIC system is extremely useful.
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(Document 6.

—ora——-

continued)

READER EVALUATIONS (N= 17)
QUALITY
Reference
Mean Reference Mean Percentage Percentage
Coverage 2.53 (2.49) No. of references:
Up-to~dateness 3.00 (2.78) About right 88% (81%)
Organization 2.18 (2.23) Too many _0% (_4%)
Format 2.76 (2.72) Too few _6% (11%)
Textual material 2.53 (2.47)
UTILITY
Mean Reference Mean
Relevance gigg (2.77)
Need 2.24 (2.39)
Comparative usefulness 2.71 (2.70) Reference
Purpose of use: Percentage Percentage
To identify documents on particular topics 654 (73%)
To identify documents on particular projects 35% (417%)
To identify documents by particular individuals 18% (13%)
To identify documents from particular institutions 18% (11%)
To perform comprehensive search of literature 35% (55%)
To see kinds of new work being reported 417 (67%)

IMPACT

Were cited documents examined? Yes 8 (47%)

Was content of cited

document (s) as expected
from bibliographic
reference? Yes 41 ¥ No 59 %

m—p———

NON-READER EVALUATIONS (N= 71)
Utilicy
High Medium Low
Relevance 45% 41% 14%

Potential
usefulness 37%

27 37%

Reasons for not reading:
(N= 24)

38 % Could not readily obtain a copy

29 % Not sufficiently interested
0 % Lack of time
29 % Other




(Document 61 contirued)
SPECIALISTS' EVALUATIONS (N=3)
QUALITY
Excellent | Good Fair Poor Appl?ggble Resggnse

Choice of author 1 2
Selection of

content/material 1 1 1
Choice of references 1 1 1
Inclusion of current 9 1

material
Accuracy 1 1 1
Interpretation 1 2
Organization 1 1 1
Organization of

references 1 2
Forma£ 1 1 1
Writing 2 1

UTILITY
Would you recommend towgolleagues? Usefulness for Various Purposes
Yes 2 No 1 )
If yes: Very Somewhat Not At No
Purpose of Use Useful Useful All Useful| Response

Obtain overview 2
Lock up facts 2
Identify relevant literature 1 1
Identify individvals or institutions 2
Update knowledge 1 1
Obtain new knowledge 2
Obtain practical guidance 2
Other:

Need for Document of This Type

Very great

3 Moderately great

- ————

Not at all great

Overall Usefulness of Document

2

L

It is.e very useful document.

It is not unususlly useful, but

it is worth having available.

Its usefulness is too limited
to justify its publication.

226
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Document No. 62 Programs for the Mentally Retarded, Exceptional Children
Bibliography Series, September 1969. (ED 026 029)

NCEC Unit: Exceptional Children Clearinghouse
Product Tyvpe: Bibliography

Level of Effort Index: Low
Subject Cluster: Special and Other Educational vyisibility Index: Low
Groups

GENERAL FIELD SURVEY '~ (N#108)

FAMILIARITY

22 7% Previously Read/Skimmed 11 % Only Heard About/Seen 67 % Not Seen/Read

RECENCY OF READING
(= 24)

13 % Within past month

% Wi 25 % Within past 6 months
21 % Within past 3 months 42 % More than 6 months ago
COMMENTS

READERS: Researcher: please get documents out closer to publication dates. Special
Educator: keep up to date. Special Educator: with my extensive need for information,
these have been extremely helpful...users should be informed when new ones are

available...would prefer them in alphabetical order by author. Researcher: serious
limitation exists where cited documents are not available on microfiche.

SPECIALISTS' SURVEY (N=3)

RECENCY OF READING
(N=0)

Within past month Within past 6 months
Within past 3 months

More than 6 months ago
Cannot recall

., COMMENTS
e Too general...inappropriate material included...neglected classic publications

and more recent major studies. Needs updating frequently while greater attention
needs to be paid to still-useful classic publications.

e Seems to be what the computer found. Copy poorly set. Difficult to evaluate
since it contains no substance. Doubt that abstracts will be used by other than
a small number of people...but they should have available.
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(Document €2 continued)

READER EVALUATIONS (N=24)
QUALITY
Reference
Mean Reference Mean Percentage Percentage
Coverage 2.71 (2.49) No. of references:
Up-to-dateness 2.58 (2.78) About right 88% - (81%)
Organization 2.25 (2.23) Too many _4R (_4%)
Format 2.75 (2.72) Too few _8 (11%)
Textual material 2.75 (2.47)
UTILITY
Mean Reference Mean
Relevance 2.88 .70
Need 2.54 (2.39)
Comparative usefulness 2.92 (2.70) Reference
Purpose of use: Percentage Percentage
To identify documents on particular topics 832 (73%)
To identify documents on particular projects 42% (41%)
To identify documents by particular individuals 29% (13%)
To identify documents from particular institutions 17z (11%)
To perform comprehensive search of literature 38% (33%)
To see kinds of new work being reported 8% (67%)
IMPACT
Were cited documents examined? Yes 20 (83%) Was content of cited
document (s) as expected
from bihliographic
reference? Yes 79 X No 21 X
NON-READER EVALUATIONS (N=72)
Utility Reasons for not reading:
- - (N=12)
High Medium Low
Relevance 462 362 18% 42 % Could not readily obtain a copy
Potential 36% 29% 33% 17 % Not sufficiently interested
usefulness — - - 17 % Lack of time
17 Z Other

e
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(Document 62

cuolitinued)

SPECTALISTS' EVALUATIONS (N=13)
QUALITY
Excellent Good Fair Poor Appl?ggble Resggnse

Cheice of author 3
Selection of

content/material 1 1 1
Choice of references‘ 2 1
Inclusion of current

material 2 1
Accuracy 3
Interpretation 3
Organization 3
Organization of p 1

references
Format 2 1
Writing ‘ 1 1 1

UTILITY
Would you recommend to colleagues? Usefulness for Various Purposes
Yes 3 No
If yes: Very Somewhat Not At No
Purpose of Use Useful Useful All Useful| Response

Obtain overview 1 2
Look up facts 1 2
Identify relevant literature 1 2
Identify individuals or institutions 2 1
Update knowledge | 1 1 1
Obtain new knowledge 1 2
Obtain practical guidance 1 2
Other: Note'national trendu 1

Need for Document of This Type

_1 Very great
2 Moderately great

Not at all great

Overall Usefulness of Document

1__ It is a very useful document.

2 _ It 1s not unusually useful, but

it is worth having available.

Its usefulness 1is too limited
to justify its publication.

209
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Document No. 63 Teaching Fyeeptional Children, Vol. 2, No. 3, Spring 1970,

~a

NCEC Unit: Exceptional Children Clearinghouse

~ *
Product Type: Practical_Cu{ggggqngﬂppr lLevel of Effort Index: Medium

Subject Cluster: Special and Other Educational ~Visibility Index: Medium
Groups | S

GENERAL SIELD SURVEY (x=130)

FAMILIARITY
___20 % Previously Read/Skimmed 17 % Only Heard About/Seen 63 X Not Seen/Read
RECENCY OF READING
(N=26)
35 % Within past month 19 % Within past 6 months
35 # Within past 3 months 19 % More than 6 months ago
COMMENTS

READERS: College Prof: 1is an attractive journmal. College Prof: recommend having
ideas for methods in teacher training programs. Special Educator: 1is probably among
the best in the field of special education...very useful for training teachers.
Special Educator: ought t.. be made more reasonably available to students. Special

Educator: I don't know of any other of the same type document...should be retained

Unclass: only interested in diagnostic procedures, not therapy technicues.

as a practical information document...very practical in my work as consultant and
inservice training teacher. Reading Spec: useful in designing program for emotion-

allv disturbed youngsters.

NON-READERS: Prog. Spec: planned to read an article but someone took magazine.

SPECIALISTS' SURVEY (N=3)

RECENCY OF READING

(N=1)
Within past month Within past 6 months
Within past 3 months 1 More than 6 months ago
Cannot recall
COMMENTS

e As an administrator, find this type publication exposes me to ideas and experiences
that T can utilize as I work with staff. Many of teaching staff find publication
useful. Authors might be encouraged to include more references.

¢ Authors are practitioners who are superb choices for this type of journal.
Accuracy less important than liveliness and interest. A refreshing change in
contrast to most professional journals in our field. A unique and needed journal
for the practicing teacher and clinician.

e Document well adapted to practical needs of teachers of exceptional children.
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(Document _?}_ continued)

READER EVALUATIONS (n=26)
QUALITY UTILITY
Reference Reference
Mean Mean Mean Mean
Coverage 2.50 (2.43) Relevance 2.81 (2.67)
Up-to-dateness 2,92 (ELZZ) Need 2.46 (2.35)
Organization 2.42 (2.33) Comparative usefulness .73 (2.5
Writing 2.69 (2.53) Purpose of use:
Format 2.92 (2.74) Obtain overview 2,24 ggiéi)
Discussion 2.3 (2.30) Look up facts 2.27 (2.29)
Reference Identify individuals 2.08 (Z.12)
fercemtage  Percentage Identify relevant 2,35 (2.26)
Length: literature
About right 887 (837%) Update knowledge 2.42 (2.51)
Too long A% (&%) Obtain new 2.27 (2.18)
Too short _8% (_8%) knowledge —_
IMPACT
Percentage Reference Percentage
Used to make decision 15% (23%)
Applied in my work 17% (65%)
Used to give advice 42% (49%)
Examined other documents 42% (27%)
Consulted with author(s) or others 15% (_6%)
Passed document on to colleague(s) 50% (20%)

NON-READER EVALUATIONS (nN=82)

Utility Reasons for not reading:
High Medium Low (N=22)
Relevance A5% 34% 20% 55 % Could not readily obtain a copy
Potential 37% 377 26% 18 ¥ Not sufficiently interested
usefulness "_' T
5 % Lack of time
18 ¥ Other
i
e
cc“
ook
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{Document 63 continued)
SPECIALISTS' EVALUATIONS (N=3)
QUALITY
) Not No
Excellent Good Fair Poor Applicabls] Response
Choice of author 1 1 1
Selection of . 1
content/material -
Choice of references 1 2
Inclusion of current n 1
material -
Accuracy 3
Interpretation 3
Organization 1 2
Organization of 2
references 1
Format 3
Writing 2 1
UTILITY
‘ 2
Would you recommend to colleagues? Usefulness for Various Purposes
Yes 3 No - '
If yes: Very Somewhat Not At No
Purpose of Use Useful Useful All Useful Response
Obtain overview 1 1 1
Look up facts 1 1 1
Identify relevant literature 1 2
Identify {ndividuals or institutions 3
Update knowledge 2 1
Obtain new knowledge 2 1 i
e
Obtain practical guidance 3 ‘
~4
Other: .
— !
J
Need for Document of This Type Overall Usefulness of Document
Very great 3 It is a very useful document.
3 Moderately greast 1t is not uwanusually useful, but
Mot at all greas it is worth having available.
___ Its usgefulness is too limited
to justify its publicution.
SR AN
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Document No. 64  Urban Universities and the City, Review 2, David E. Sumner,

April 1970. (kD 038 550)

NCEC Unit: Higher Education Clearinghouse

Product Type: Review Level of Effort Index: High

Subject Cluster: Higher Education Visibility Index: Low

GENERAL FIELD SURVEY (N=49)

FAMILIARITY
2 % Previously Read/Skimmed 31 % Only Heard About/Seen 67 % Not Seen/Read

RECENCY OF READING
(N=1)
% Within past month 100 ¥ Within past 6 months

0
0 % Within past 3 months 0 % More than 6 months ago
COMMENTS

SPECIALISTS' SURVEY (N=3)

RECENCY OF READING
(N=0)
Within past month Within past 6 months

Within past 3 months

More than 6 months ago
Cannot recall )

COMMENTS

*

¢ Would be helpful to know author plus title and position. Clearly presented.
Organization of bibliographic references chief asset of article, annotations quite
good. Would not have seen unless reviewed it as here...distribution of government
contract and grapt work still a problem te a practicing professional who reads a lot.

e Content generally good. Little too much emphasis on names.

e Author not identified. Well dome. Writing excellent...avoidance of jargon.
Very useful, however, summary affords only a bird's-eye view. Bibliography—shous
most important documents (up to the time of writing).

-~
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(Document 64 coné!pued)

e

—

REAGER EVALUATIONS (N=

QUALITY UTILITY
Reference Reference
Mean Mean Mean Mean
Coverage . Relevance
Up-to-dateness Need
Organization Comparative usefulness
Writing Purpose of use:
Format Obtain overview
Discussion - Look up facts
Reference Identify individuals
| | Pe?ceptage Percencgge . Identify relevant
Length: literature
About right Update knowledge
Too long Obtain new
knowledge

Too short

IMPACT
Percentage Reference Percentage
Used to make decision
Applied in my work
Used to give advice
Examined other documents
Consulted with. suthor(s) or others
Passed document on to colleague(s)
NON-READER EVALUATIONS (N=33)
Utility Reasons for not reading:
(N=15)
High Medium Low
" Relevance 42% 45% i2% 27 % Could not readily obtain a copy
Potential 33% 45% 18% 53 % Not sufficiently interested
usefulness 7 % Lack of time
13 % Other
o ¥
P
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(Document 64 continued)

SPECTIALISTS' EVALUATIONS (N=3)
QUALITY

Excellent Good Fair Poor Applgzzble Resggnse
Choice of author 1 1 1
Selection of 2 1

content/material
Choice of references 2 1
Inclusion of current 1 9
material
Accuracy 1 2 )
Interpretation 3
Organization 2 1
y ;
et o B E
Format ARREVURRIVRNY SN SR { I L S
Writing ' 1
UTILITY
Would you recommend to colleagues? Usefulness for Various Purposes
Yes __ 3 No .
If yes: Very Somewhat Not At No
Purpose of Use Useful Useful All Useful Response

Obtain overview 3
Look up facts 1 2
Identify relevant literature 3 -
Identify individuals or institutions 3
Update knowledge
Obtain new kﬁaaiedge 3
Obtain practical guidance N 1 ) 1
Other: -

-

Need for Document of This Type

1 Very great
2 Moderately great
Not at all great

Overall Usefulness of Document

3 It is a very useful document.

It is not unusually useful, but

it is worth having available.

Its usefulness is too limited
to justify its publication.
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Document No. 65 Compendium Series of Current Research, Programs, and Proposals,
Number 2: Preparing College Teachers, Carol Shulman, August 1970.

(ED 041 179)

NCEC Unit: Higher Education Clearinghouse

Product Type: Review Level of Effort Index: High
Subject Cluster: Higher Education Visibility Index: Low

GENERAL FIELD SURVEY (N=72)

FAMILIARITY

13 % Previously Read/Skimmed 10 % Only Heard About/Seen 78 % Not Seen/Read

RECENCY OF READING
(N=9)
Q % Within past month - 11 % Within past 6 months

56 % Within past 3 months 33 % More than 6 months ago
COMMENTS

__READERS: College Admin: Cooperative production of this work with AASCU brought =

it to my desk because of my affiliation with that organization...that may be an
important means of getting ERIC material to people who are too busy to be thorough
bibliographic scholars in their own areas of responsibility.

NON-READERS: Instr. Resources Spec: ordered for future use. College Prof: similar
items covered in other journals. College Prof: didn't know it was in ERIC.

SPECIALISTS' SURVEY (N=3)

RECENCY OF READING

' (N=1)
Within past month Within past 6 months
Within past 3 months 1 More than 6 months age
Cannot recall
COMMENTS

e Handling references alphabetically by title is awkward and slig@ts the authors.
Authors intent not clear—-encyclopedic rather than critical. Too matter of fact...
not enough evaluation or criticism.

e Does not include references to earlier studies and conferences on variations in

graduate degrees...a contemporary document without some acknowledgement of previous
considerations.

e Well done, free from jargon. Main objection is clear bias in favor of the DA
(Doctor of Arts)...scant attention given to attacks against the D.A.
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(Document 65 continued)

READER EVALUATIONS (N=

UALITY UTILITY
Reference Reference
Mean Mean Mean Mean
Coverage Relevance
Up~to-dateness Need
Organization Comparative usefulness
Writing Purpose of use:
Format Obtain overview
Discussion Look up facts
Reference Identify individuals
. Tecenmtage Jercentage Identify relevant
Length: - literature
About right Update knowledge
Too long Obtain new
Too short knowledge
IMPACT
Percentage Reference Percentage
Used to make decision
Applied in my work
Used to give advice
Examined other documents
Consulted with author(s) or others
Passed document on to colleague(s)
NON-READER EVALUATIONS (N=56)
Utility Reasons for not regaigg:
High Medium Low (N=7)
Relevance 27% 7% 162 0 2 C&hld not readily obtain a copy
Potential 16% 46% 30% 43 2 Not'sufficiently interested
usefulness — - - 14 % Lack of time
14 % other
237
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(Document g5 continued)

SPECIALISTS' EVALUATIONS (N=3)
QUALITY
Excellent Good Fair Poor Applfzzble Resg;nse
Choice of author 1 1 1
Selection of 1 1 1
content/material
Choice of references 2 1
Inclusion of current 1 )
material
Accuracy 1 2
Interpretation 1 1 1
marganization 1 1 i
Orgauization of 1 1 1
references
ormat -~ - g S ] R
Writing 2 1
UTILITY
Would you recommend to colleagues? Usefulness for Various Purposes
Yes __EL__ No
If yes: Very Somewhat Not At No
Purpose of Use Useful Useful All Useful]| Response
Obtain overview 2 1
Look up facts 2 1
Identify relevant literature 2 1
Identify individuals or institutions 3
Update knowledge 2 1
Obt...n new knowledge 3
Obtain practical guidance 1 1 1
Other:

Need for Document of This Type

3 Very great
Moderately great
Not at all great

B

Overall Usefulness of Document

2 It is a very useful document.

1 It is not unusually useful, but

it is worth having available.

Its usefulness is too limited
to justify its publication.
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Document No. 66 The Crisis of Purpose: Definition and Uses of Institutional
Goals, Richard E. Peterson, October 1970. (ED 042 934)

NCEC Unit: Higher Education Clearinghouse
*
Product Type: Review Level of Effort Index: Medium
Subject Cluster: Higher Education Visibility Index: Medium

GENERAL FIELD SURVEY (N=67)
: FAMILIARITY

15 % Previously Read/Skimmed 10 % Only Heard About/Seen 75 % Not Seen/Read

RECENCY OF READING
(N=10)
10 % Within past month 40 % Within past 6 months

20 % Within past 3 months 30 Z More thén 6 months ago
COMMENTS -

READERS: College Admin: perhaps should be followed by in-depth case studies of
- "successful" eéfforts of colleges & universities to face the issue...also, a report
on evaluation of higher education programs is a must...excellent, though too brief.

NON~READERS: Ccllege Admin: filed it and forgot it. College Admin: time and
crisis pressures of daily job of administration cause many sins of omission.
College Admin: vital in college planning process. Unclass: have copy but have not
had time or real need to read. '

SPECIALISTS' SURVEY (N=3)

RECENCY OF READING

(N=1)
Within past month Within past 6 months
Within past 3 months 1 More than 6 months ago
Cannot recall
COMMENTS

e 01d subject about which little had previously or adequately been writtem. A good
contribution. Concluding questions pertinent and appropriate.

e Somewhat biased, but comprehensive.
e Would have preferred a slightly different emphasis on material covered. Clear

and comprehensive. ERIC/HE publications pretty lifeless...stodgey and conventional
looking...difficult to read because of squeezed typography.
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(Document 66 continued)

READER EVALUATIONS (N=10)

UALITY UTILITY
Reference Ref erence
Mean Mean Mean Mean
Coverage 2.20 (2.50) Relevance 2.70 (2.72)
Up-to-dateness 2.90 (2.81) Need 2.30 (2.33)
Organization 2.10 (2.3 Comparative usefulness 2.50 (2.38
Writing 2.30 (2.5 Purpose of use:
Format 2.60 (2.72) Obtain overview 2.60 (2.63)
Discussion 2.40 (2.32) Look up facts 2.30 (2.20)
i Reference Identify individuals 2.10 (2.13)
. Fercentage [Percentage | - -4 . tify relevant 150 (2.36)
Length: literature —— ——
About right  60% (82%) Update knowledge 2.20 (2.47)
Too long ©10% (4% Obigin new 2.10 (2.14)
Too short 30% (10%) owledge o T
IMPACT
Percentage Reference Percentage
Used to make decision 30% (19%)
Applied in my work 60% (69%)
Used to give advice 50% (42%)
Examined other documents 40% (32%)
Consulted with author(s) or others 10% (8%
Passed document on to colleague(s) 30% (46%)

NON-READER EVALUATIONS (N=50)
Utilie Reasons for not reading:
(N=7)
High Medium Low

Relevance 4% 34% 12% 57 % Could not readily obtain a copy
Poszzgiiiess 36% 48% 12% 14 % Not sufficiently interested

29 X Lack of time

0 % Other

RE&U
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{(Document 66 continued)

SPECTALISTS' EVALUATIONS (N=3)
QUALITY
Excell Good Fai Poor Not No
cellent e atr Applicable| Response
Choice of author 1 2
Selection of 3
content/material
Choice of references 1 2
Inclusion of current 3
material !
Accuracy 1 1 1
- -
Interpretation 1 2
Organization 2 1
Organization of
: 2 1
references -
Format 1 1 1
Writing ﬁ 1
UTILITY
1
Would you recommend to colleagues? Usefulness for Various Purposes
Yes 3 No
If yes: Very Somewhat Not At No
Purpose of Use Useful Useful All Useful| Response
Obtain overview 3
Look up facts 3
Identify relevant literature 3 -
Identify individuals or institutions 1 2
Update knowledge 3
Obtain new knowledge 2 1
Obtain practical gujidance y) 1
Other:
Need for Document of This Type Overall Usefulness of Document
_ 1 Very great 2 It 1s a very useful document.
2  Moderately great 1l It is not unusually useful, but
Not at all great it is worth having available.
Its usefulness {5 too limited
to justify its publication.
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Document No. 67 Preventing College Dropouts: A Review, James Harvey, November 1970.
(ED 043 799)

NCEC Unit: Higher Education Clearinghouse

Product Type: Review Level of Effort Index: Medium
Subject Cluster: Higher Education Visibility Index: Medium

GENERAL FIELD SURVEY (N=65)

FAMILIARITY
__17 % Previously Read/Skimmed 12 % Only Heard About/Seen 71 % Not Seen/Read

RECENCY OF READING
(N=11)
9 % Within past month 18 % Within past 6 months

36 % Within past 3 months 36 % More than 6 months ago
COMMENTS ‘

NON-READERS: Researcheir: 1literature about college dropouts Almost redundant...
need better definitions and interpretations, not more documents. College Admin:
can't read everything.

SPECIALISTS' SURVEY (N=3)
, . RECENCY OF READING

‘ ‘ (N=2)
Within past month Within past 6 months
1 within past 3 months More than 6 months.ago
1 Cannot recall
COMMENTS

e Do not know author, but treatment of topic only fair. Left out some important
findings from certain studies. [Bibliographic references] not organized as far
as I can tell. Very important topic treated in a straightfoward, if somegpat
superficial way.

e Doesn't differentiate between dropout, fall-out, pushout...treats all dropping
out as terminal. Does not deal with variability in types of institutions (much
higher in 2-yr. institutions). Doesn't hit at the really melancholy statistics for
ethnic minorities and the poor. Thus, is useful, but highly oversimplified.

e What was reported was accurate. Major deficiency is superficiality.

no
ﬁ" ~
14
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(Document 67  continued)

READER EVALUATIONS (N=11)

UALITY UTILITY
Reference Ref erence
Mean Mean Mean Mean
Coverage 2.36 (2.50) Relevance 2.64 2,72
Up-to-dateness 2.55 (2.81) Need 2.18 (2.33)
Organization 2.27 (2.31) Comparative usefulness 2:36  (2.58)
Writing 2.73 (2.51) Purpose of use:
Format 2,82 \2.72) Obtain overview 2.64 (Z;Q}?
Discussion 2.27 (2.32) Look up facts 2.09  (2.20)
Reference Identify individuals 200  (2:13)
Percentage Percentage Identify relevant 2,18 (2.36)
Length: literature
About right 73% (82%) Update knowledge 2.66  (2.47)
Too long _0% (_4%) Obtain new 2,00  (2.14)
Too short 27% (10%) knovledge
IMPACT
) Percentage Reference Percentage
Used to make decision 18% (19%)
Applied in my work 91% (697%)
Used to give advice 36% (42%)
Examined other documents 36% (32%)
Consulted with author(s) or others _0% (_8%
Passed document on to colleague(s) 187% (46%)

NON-READER EVALUATIONS (N=46)

Utility Reasons for not reading:
High Medfum Low (N=8)
Relevanqe 227 L1% 1% 13 % Could not readily obtain a copy
Potential 41% 417 114 25 % Not sufficiently interested
usefulness 0 % Lack of time
__38 2 Other
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(Document 67  continued)

SPECIALISTS' EVALUATIONS (N=%)

QUALITY
Excell Good Fai P hot o
cellent ° air oot Applicable| Respouse
Choice of author 1 1 1
Selection of
2 1
content/material B ]
Choice of references 1 2
Inclusion of current
2 1
material
Accuracy 3
Interpretation 2 1
Organization 2 1
Organization of
references 1 1 1
Format 2 1
Writing 1 1 N
UTILITY
Would : d t 1 57 .
ould you recommend to colleagues Usefulness for Various Purposes
Yes 3 No B
If :
yes Very Somewhat Not At No
Purpose of Use Useful Useful All Useful Response
Obtain overview 1 1 1
Look up facts 2 1
Ideutify relevant literature F 1 2
Identify individuals or imstitutions 3
Update knowledge 2 1
Obtain new knowledge 2 1
Obtain practical guidance 1 2
Other:
Need for Document of This Type Overall Usefulmess of Document
1 Very great 1 1t is a very useful document.
2 Moderately great 2 It is not unusually aseful, but
Not at all great it 1s worth having available.
Its usefulness is too limited
to justify its publication.
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Document No. 88 Consortia in American Higher Education, Report 7, Lewis D.
Patterson, November 1970. (ED 043 800)

NCEC Unit: Higher Education Clearinghouse

*
Product Type: Review Level of Effort Index: Medium

Subject Cluster: Higher Education Visibility Index: Medium

GENERAL FIELD SURVEY (N=96)

FAMILIARITY
13 % Previously Read/Skimmed 19 % Only Heard About/Seen 69 7% Not Seen/Read

RECENCY OF READING
(N=12)
17 % Within past month 25 % Within nast 6 months

0 % Within past 3 months 58 % More than 6 months ago
COMMENTS

READERS: College Prof: passed on to a graduate student for possible dissertation
topic. ERIC problem~-provinciality of presentation...does not present systems view,
and fo: this subject results in a serious distortion...author limits consortia to
those with central offices and full-time staff, yet the majority of most effective
arrangements ave not in this category...useful to porvide reliable overall view

of subject.

NON-READERS: Unclass: did not take time to seek out...a current awareness Ssystem
needed...such as sending coples of fly sheets.

SPECIALISTS' SURVEY (N=3)

RECENCY OF READING

(N=0)
Within past month Within past 6 months
Within past 3 months More than 6 months ago
Cannot recall
COMMENTS

e Informative as well as a good teaching document. Good overview with many useful
specifics and contacts. Overall, very useful. For someone who knows little or
nothing about consortia, an above average beginning document; also a good resource
for an experienced consortia person.

e Excellent statement of current practice and basic administrative problems on an
important facet of American higher education. Emphasis is on practical side, on
nuts—and-bolts problems, rather than on questions of educational theory or educa—
tional philosophy.

e ERIC-HE publications unattractive and typography crowded. Author is most know-
ledeeable person in area, and this is excellent summary of his knowledge.

PR
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(Document 68 continued)

L

READER EVALUATIONS (N=12)

UALITY UTILITY
Reference Reference
Mean Mean Mean Mean
Coverage 2.25 (2.50) Relevance 2.67 (2.72)
Up-to-dateness 2.58 (2.81) Need 2.33 (2.33)
Organization 2.00 (2.31) Comparative usefulness 2.25 (2.58)
Writing 2.33 (2.21) Purpose of use:
Format 2.50 (2.72) Obtain overview 2.58 (2.63)
Discussion 1.92 (2.32) Look up facts 1.92 (2.20)
Reference Identify individuals 2.00 (2.13)
Percentage Percentage Identify relevant ) 33 (2.36)
Length: literature — -
About right  75% (82%) Update knowledge 2.17 (2.47)
Too long 0% (_4%) ~ OUbtain new 2.00  (2.14)
Too shert 25% (10%) ‘knowledge - T T
. IMPACT
Percentage Reference Percentage
Used to make decision _0% (19%)
Applied in my work 587% (697%)
Used to give advice 33% (427%)
Examined other documents _8% (32%)
Consulted with author(s) or others 0% (_8%)
Passed document on to colleague(s) 25% (46%)

| _

NON-READER EVALUATIONS (N=66)

Utilit Reasons for not reading:
High  Medium Low
Relevance 39z 41% 20% 11 % Could not readily obtain a copy
Potential 329 38% 27% 39 % Not sufficiently interested
usefulness — - —

g % Lack of time
22 % Other

0

o
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SPECIALISTS' EVALUATIONS (N=3)

(Document g continued)

QUALITY
Not No
Excellent Good Fair Poor Applicable| Response

Choice of author L 3
Selection of ‘ 3

content/material |
Choice of references 3
Inclusion of current 3

material
Accuracy 2 1
Interpretati;;vi
Organization 2
Organization of 2 !

references
Format 1 1
Writing 1

UTILITY
Would you recommend to colleagues? Usefulness for Various Purposes *
Yes 3 No
1f yes: Very Somewhat Not At No
Purpose of Use Useful Useful All Useful] Response

Obtain overview 3
Look up facts 3 o
Identify relevant literature 3
Identify individuals or institutions 3
Update knowledge M 1 1 1
Obtain new knowledge 3
Obtain practical guidance 2 1 R
Other: Aid in policy decision 1

Need for Document of This Type

3 Very great
Moderately great
Not at all great

Overall Usefulness of Document

—3

It is a very useful document.

It is not unusually useful, but
it is worth having available.

Its usefulness 1is too limited
to justify its publication.

b
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Document No. 69 Due Process in the Student-Institutional Relationship, Thomas C.
Fischer, July 1970, (ED 041 189)

NCEC Unit: Higher Education Clearinghouse

*
Product Type: Paper Level of Effort Index: Medium
Subject Cluster: Higher Education Visibility Index: High

GENERAL FIELD SURVEY (n=74) -

FAMILIARITY
8 7% Previously Read/Skimmed 8 % Only Heard About/Seen 84 7% Not Seen/Read
RECENCY OF READING
(N=6) .
17 % Within past month 17 % Within past 6 months
17 % within past 3 months 50 % More than 6 months ago
COMMENTS

SPECIALISTS' SURVEY (N=3)

RECENCY OF READING

(N=0)
Within past month Within past 6 months
Within past 3 monthks More than 6 months ago
Cannot recall
COMMENTS

e TFound each section very helpful and able to be used separately. Most useful of
all documents I reviewed and a very reasonable price for the contents.

e Outstanding contribution of this document is its presentation of a broad and
general overview of a complex field in a manner which is eminently usable and
understandable by the layman/administrator.

e C(Clarity of writing, a remarkable feature of this piece. Document important
because it does two things well: 1) delineates issues very clearly for the layman;
and 2) gives practical guidance to a wide variety of higher ed persomnel.
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(Document 69 continued)

READER EVALUATIONS (N=

QUALITY UTILITY
Reference Ref erence
Mean Mean Mean Mean
Coverage 4 Relevance
Up-to-dateness Need
Organization Comparative usefulness
Writing Purpose of use:
Format Obtain overview
Discussion Look up facts
Reference Identify individuals

Percentage  Percentage

Identify relevant

Length: literature
About right ‘ Update knowledge
Too long Obtain new
Too short knowledge

IMPACT

Percentage Reference Percentage

Used to make decision

Applied in my work

Used to give advice

Examined other documents

Consulted with author(s) or others

Passed document on to colleague(s)

NON-READER EVALUATIONS (N=62)

*

Utility Reasons for not reading:
(N 6)
High Medium Low
Relevance 42% 322 26% 17 ¢ Could not readily obtain a copy
Poﬁg::iiiess 347 34% 27% 0 2 Not sufficiently interested
0 X Lack of time
83 1 Other
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(Document g  continued)
SPECIALISTS' EVALUATIONS (N=3)

QUALITY
B _ Not No
Excellent Good Fair Poor Applicable| Response
Choice of author 3
Selection of 3
content/material
Choice of references 2 1
Inclusion of current 3
material
Accuracy 3
Interpretation 2 1
Organizatiou 3
Organization of 2 1
references
Format | 2 1
Writing 2 1 N
UTILITY
¥
Would you recommend to colleagues? Usefulness for Various Purposes
Yes 3 No
If yes: Very Somewhat Not At No
Purpose of Use ‘ Useful Useful All Useful| Response
Obtain overview 3
. Look up facts 1 1 1
Identify relevant literature 2
Identify individuals or institutions 2 1
Update knowledge 3
Obtain new knowledge 2 1
Obtain practical guidance 3
Other: Inservice training; manual 1
for new deans
Need for Document of This Type Overall Usefulness of Document
3 Very great 3 It is a very useful document.
______ Moderately great It is not unusually useful, but
Mot at all great it is werth having available.
Its usefulness 1is too limited
to justify its publication.

S %
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Document No. 70 College Compensatory Programs for Disadvantaged Students,
Report 3, William T. Trent, September 1970. (ED 042 932)

NCEC Unit: Higher Education Cleariqghoq.i!yg
Product Type: Guidance Paper evel of Effort Index: Medium

Subject Cluster: Higher Education Visibility Index: Medium

GENERAL FIELD SURVEY (N=86)

FAMILIARITY
5 % Previously Read/Skimmed 14 X Only Heard About/Seen 81 % Not Seen/Read

RECENCY OF READING
(N=4)
25 % Within past month A 25 7% Within past 6 months

0 % Within past 3 months 50 7% More than 6 months ago
COMMENTS

READERS: Researcher: we need publications from the Higher Education branch of
ERIC similar to the Junior College Research Reviews, monographs, and topi:ul papers.

NON-READERS: C(ollege Admin: didn't know of its existence.

SPECIALISTS' SURVEY (N=3)

RECENCY OF READING -

-

(N=1)
Within past month Within past 6 months
Within past 3 months 1 More than 6 months ago
Cannot recall
COMMENTS

¢ In general, is not useful. When first read, it angered me because it fails to
point out that disadvantaged means 'black" to the author...there are many subgroups of
disadvantaged. Programs selected for study are interesting, but are all at selected
College Board-type schools which bear only a small fraction of the burden of dealing
with the disadvantaged student. Most real work in this area is being done by non-
selective or "open'" public institutions.

e Well organized general synthesis; general discussion well planned, effectively
organized.

® TFound section headings on Institutional Evaluation under each college very helpful.

Report should have been distributed to all institutions using Federal funds for such
a program.

251
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(Document 70 continued)

READER EVALUATIONS (N=

Reference
- Mean Mean

Coverage
Up-to-dateness
Organization
Writing

Format
Discussion

Reference
Percentage Percentage

Length:
About right
Too .long

Too short

UTILITY

Reference
Mean Mean

Relevance

Need

Comparative usefulness

Purpose of use:
Obtain overview
Look up facts
Identify individuals

Identify relevant
literature

Update knowledge

Obtain new
knowledge

IMPACT
Percentage Reference Percentage
Used to make decision
Applied in my work
Used to give advice
Examined other documents '
Consulted with author(s) or others
Passed document on to colleague(s)
NON-READER EVALUATIONS (n=70)
Utility Reasons for not reading:
(N=12)
High Medium Low
Relevance 467 37% 17% __33 % Could not re.dily obtain a copy
Potential 7% 30% 24% 17 % Not sufficiently interested
usefulness — - - 257 Lack of time
__17 % Other
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(Document 7( continued)

SPECTALISTS' EVALUATIONS (N=3)
QUALITY
1 d P Not No
Excellent Goo Falir oor Applicable| Response
Choice of author 2 1
Selection of
1 1 1
content/material
Choice of references 3
Inclusion of current
1 1
material
Accuracy 3
Interpretation 1 1 1
Organization 1 2
Organization of 3
references
| Format 1 2
Writing 2 1
{.
UTILITY
Would you recommend to colleagues? Usefulness for Various Purposes
Yes 3 No c
If yes: Very Somewhat Not At No
Purpose of Use Useful Useful All Useful Response
Obtain overview 2 1
Look up facts , 2 1
Identify relevant literature 3
Identify individuals or imnstitutions 3
Update knowledge 1 2 .
Obtain new knowledge 2 1
Obtain practical guidance 2 1
Other: For self comparison 1
Need for Document of This Type Overall Usefulness of Document
3 Very great 2 It is a very useful document.
Moderately great 1 1t is not unusually useful, but
Not at all great it is worth having available.
Its usefulness is too limited
to justify its publication.
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Document No. 71 A Developmental Research Plan for Junior College Remedial Education;
Number 3: Concept Formation, John R. Boggs, August 1969,

(ED 032 072)

NCEC Unit; Junior Colleges Clearinghouse

Product Type: Practical Guidance Paper Level of Effort Index: Medium
Subject Cluster: Higher Education Visibility Index: Medium

GENERAL FIELD SURVEY (N=90)

FAMILTARITY
26 % Previously Read/Skimmed 20 % Only Heard About/Seen. 54 7% Not Seen/Read

RECENCY OF READING
(N=23)
9 7% Within past month 17 % Within past 6 months

13 % Within past 3 months 61 % More than 6 months ago
COMMENTS

READERS: College Prof: used it on a research paper in graduate school.
Researcher: find extremely valuable in planning research project, well written...
provocative...only wish would include other than ERIC documents. Program Spec:
too prosaic in writing...work is very fine, but written at a level beyond most
who might use...more scholarly than operational guide.

SPECIALISTS' SURVEY (n=3)

RECENCY OF READING

(N=1)
Within past month h Within past 6 months
<
Within past 3 months 1 More than 6 months ago
Cannot recall
COMMENTS

® A generally strong paper. If material is developed with additional examples in
various subject matter disciplines, it could be extremely useful to community
college teachers.

e Appreoach seemed somewhat confused...could not tell if paper was to explain a
statistical technique, a theory, or to encourage research. Well done for a specific
subject of limited applicability in a highly relevant area. Highly thought provoking.

e Contains material that appears to be general rather than relating to remedial
education. Had author compared techniques for teaching concepts across remedial

and nonremedial groups as a control, would have had some results that would have
increased value of article immensely.
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(Document -1  continued)
READER EVALUATIONS (N=23)
QUALITY UTILITY
Reference Ref ercnce
Mean Mean Mean ~Mean
Coverage 2.48 (2.43) Relevance Z;) (2.67)
Up-to-dateness 2.78 (2.77) Need 2.17 (2.35)
Organization 2.32 (2.33) Comparative usefulness 2.35 (2.52)
Writing 2.39 (2.33) Purpose of use:
Format 2:10 (2.79) Obtain overview 2.48 (':)__'_5_5)
Discussion 2.3 (2.39 Look up facts 2.22 (2.24
Reference Identify individuals 2.30 (2.12)
Percentage Percentage Identify relevant 2.3 (220
Length: - literature
About right  78% (83%) Update knowledge 2.26 (2,41
Too long 0% (4%) Obtain new 2.17  (2.18)
Too short 17% (_8%) knowledge T T
IMPACT
Percentage Reference Percentage
Used to make decision 9% (23%) .
Applied in my work 227 (63%)
Used to give advice 39% (497%)
Examined other documents 22% (217%)
Consulted with author(s) or others 2% (%)
Passed document om tc colleague(s) LEL (20%)
NON-READER EVALUATIONS (N=49)
Pag
Utility Reasons for not reading:
High Med{um Low (N=18)
Relevance 41% 37% 22z 28% Could not readily obtain a copy
Potential 35% 35% 247% 28% Not sufficiently interested
usefulmess 22% Lack of time
17% Other
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(Document 7] continued)

SPECTALTSTS' EVALUATIONS  (N=33
QUALITY
Not No
Excellent Good Fair Poor Applicable| Response

Choice of author 3
Selection‘of 9 1

content/material
Choice of references : Z
Inclusion of current 3

material
Accuracy 2 1
Interpret ' : n 2 1
Organizatioﬁ 3
Organization of 1 2

references
Format 1 2
Writing 1 1 1

UTILITY
Would you recommend to colleagues? Usefulness for Various Purposes
Yes 3 No
It ves: Very Somewhat Not At No
Purpose of Use Useful Useful All Useful Response
Obtain overview 3
Look up facts B 1 2
Identify relevant literature 1 2 1
Identifv ipndividuals or institutions 3
Update knumf;dge . 2 b
Obtain new-ksnwleﬁge 2 1
Obtain practical guidance 2 1
Other: Stimulate research 1
Try action research 1

Need for Document of This Type

1 Very great

1 Moderately great

Ne+t at =17 great

Overall Usefulness of Document

3

It is a sery useful document.

It is not unusually useful, but
it is worth having avcilable.

Its usefuiness is ton liuited

to *ustify ic¢s publicacion.
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Document No. 72 Identifying the Effective Instructor, Edward F. 0'Comnor, Jr.
and Thomas Justiz, January 1970. (ED 035 416)

NCEC Unit: Junior Colleges Clearinghouse

Product Type: Practical Guidance Paper Level of Effort Index: Medium

Subject Cluster: Higher Education Visibility Index: Low

C v,

GENERAL FIELD SURVEY (N=65)

FAMILIARITY
17 % Previously Read/Skimmed .15 % Only Heard About/Scen 68 7% Not Seen/Read
RECENCY OF READING

(N=11)
0 % Within past month 27 % Within past 6 months
18 % Within past 3 months 55 % More than 6 months .ago
COMMENTS

READERS: Prog. Spec: helped me relate my work to the particular proble% of the
junior college.

NON-READERS: Unclass: put reference aside and in the press of dissertation, it
was lost until reminded by this excerpt.

SPECIALISTS' SURVEY (N=2)

RECENCY OF READING

(N=1)
. Within past month Within past 6 months
__ Within past 3 months 1 More than 6 months ago
Cannct recall
COMMENTS '

e Has a particularly specific use but is not generally helpful...is an cutline
in step-by-step format of a research technique. :

e Obviously a case of choice of graduate student work on the basis of individual

or sponsor institutian...not authority, experience, etc. in the topic area. Area of
investigation warrants design of research instruments, not the mere “'experiment"” of
application of an existing instrument used in a different environment.
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(Document 72 continued)

READER EVALUATIONS (N=

UALITY UTILITY
Reference | Reference
Mean Mean Mean Mean

Coverage . Relevance
Up-to-dateness Need
Organization Comparative usefulness
Writing Purpose of use:
Format Obtain overview
Discussion Look up facts

Reference Identify individuals

Perceﬁtage Percentagc

Identify relevant

Length: literature
About righ- Update knowledge ;
Too long Obtain new
Too short knowledge
IMPACT

Percentage Reference Percentage

Used to make decision

Applied in my work

Used to give advice

Examined other documents

Consulted with author(s) or others

Passed document on to colleague(s)

NON-READER EVALUATIONS (¥=44)

Utilic ' Reasons for not reading:
(N=10)
High Medium Iow
Relevance 66% 207 11% 30 % Could not readily obtain a copy
Potentiil 59% 20% 16% 30 & Not sufficiently interested
usefulness 20 % Lack of - time
___10 % Other
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(Document 72 continued)

SPECIALISTS' EVALUATIONS (N=2)
QUALITY .
Excell cood Fai P Not No
cellent Goo alr oot Applicable] Response
Choice of author 1 1
- - —!

Selection of 1 1

content/material
Choice of references <
Inclusion’of current 1 1

material
Accuracy 1 1
Interpretation 1
Organization o 1
Organization of 2

references
Format 1 1
Writing 1 1

UTILITY
?
w?uld you recommend to colleagues? Usefulness for Various Purposes
Yes 1 No 1
If yes: Very Somewhat Not At . No
Purpose of Use Useful Useful All Useful Response

Obtain overview 1
Look up facts 1
Identify relevant literature 1
Identify individuals or institutions 1
Update knowledge 1 B
Obtain new knowledge 1

Obtain practical guidance

Other: Develop specific research

technique

Need for Document of This Type

Very great
2 Moderétely great

Not at all great

Overall Usefulness of Document

It is a very useful document.

It
it

is not unusually useful, but
is worth having avaeilable.

Its usefulness is too limited
to justify its publication.

o= 0
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Document No. 73 Junior College Research Review: Faculty Recruitment, Vol. 4,
No. 1, Dale Gaddy, September 1969. (ED 03Z 864)

NCEC Unit: Junior Colleges Clearinghouse

Product Type: Review Lével of Effort Index: Low
Subject Cluster: Higher Education Visibility Index: High

GENERAL FIELD SURVEY (n=51)

FAMILIARITY
39 % Previously Read/Skimmed 10 % Only Heard About/Seen 51 % Not Seen/Read
RECENCY OF READING

5 % Within past month 20 % Wwithin past 6 monihs
10 % Within past 3 months 65 % More than 6 months ago
COMMENTS

READERS: College Admin: excellent...topics seem to be of current concern.

Prog. Spec: used to prepare proposal on this particular topic...cross-references
with journals upon request as a reader service could be most useful for fugitive
materials. Unclass: sometimes these reviews are too short, but usually cover
the subject very adequately...there might be more ways of publicizing all ERIC
documents, especially past issues...they are valuable and should be used by as
many as possible.

SPECIALISTS' SURVEY (N=3)

RECENCY OF READING

(N=1)
Within past month Within past 6 months
Within past 3 months More than 6 months ago
~ 1 Cannct recall
COMMENTS

e Very timely article. Because of recent court rulings about termination of
non—-tenured faculty, recruitment becomes even more important, and an article
reviewing literature since 1969 is needed.

e Very lucid. No longer current or up-to-date.
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(Document 73 continued)

READER EVALUATIONS (N=20)

QUALITY
Reference
Mean Mean

Coverage 2.40 (2.50)
Up-to-dateness 2.80 (2.81)
Organization 2.40 (2.31D)
Writing 2.9 (2.51)
Format, 2.85 Q.72
Discussion 2.20 (2.32)

Reference

Percentage Percentage

Length:
About right 835% (82%)
Too long 0% (_4%)
Too short 15% (10%)

UTILITY
Reference
Mean Mean
Relevance 2.50 (2.72)
Need 2.05  (2.33)

Comparative usefulness 2:70 (2.58)
Purpose of use:
Obtain overview 2.70 (2.63)
Look up facts 2,20 (2.20
Identify individuals 1:85 (2.13)

Identify relevant 2.35 (2.36)
literature -
Update knowledge 2.45 (2.47)
Obtain new 1.90  (2.14)

knowledge

Used to make decision

Applied in my work

Used to give advice

Examined other documents

Consulted with author(s) or others

Passed document on to colleague(s)

IMPACT
Percentage Reference Percentage
_0% (19%)
407 (69%)
50% (42%)
25% (32%)
15% (8%
607 (46%)

NON-READER EVALUATIONS (N=26)

Utility
High Medium  Low
Relevance 46% 31% 23%
Potential 31% 35% 35%
usefulness -

Reasons for not reading:

(N=5)

20 % Could not readily obtain a copy
60 ¥ Not sufficiently interested

20 % Lack of time

0 % Other
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(Document 73 continued)

SPECIALISTS' EVALUATIONS (N=3)

QUALITY
Excellent | Good Fair Poor Appl?ggble Resgznse
Choice of author 2 1
Selection of 1 9
content/material 3
Choice of references 3
Inclusion of current 2 1
material
Accuracy 2 1
Interpretation 1 2
Organization 2 1
Organization of‘ 3 .
references
Format 1 1 1
Writing 1 2
UTILITY
Would you recommend to colleagues? Usefulness for Various Purposes
Yes 3 No
If yes: Very Soméwhat Not At No
Purpose of Use Useful Useful All Useful| Response
Obtain overview 3
Look up facts 3
Identity relevant literature 3
Identify individuals or institutions 3
Update knowledge X 2 1
Obtain new knowledge 2 1
Obtain practical guidance 1 2 i
Other:
|
Need for Document of This Type Overali Usefulness of Document
1 Very great 2 It is a very useful document.
2 Moderately great 1 It is nox upisually useful, but
Not at all great it is worth having available.
____ TIts usefulness is too limited
to justify its publication.

o

e
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Document No. 74 Junior College Research Review: College-Community Relations,
Vol. 4, No. 3, Barton R. Herrscher and Thomas M. Hatfield,
Nov. 1969. (ED 032 888)

NCEC Unit: Junior Coileges Clearinghouse

Product Type: Review ' Level of Effort Index: Medium
Subject Cluster: Higher Education Visibility Index: High

GENERAL FIELD SURVEY (N=61)

FAMILIARITY
43 % Previously Read/Skimmed 11 % Only Heard About/Seen 46 % Not Seen/Read
RECENCY OF READING

(N=26)
15 Z Within past month 8 7 Within past 6 months
15 % Within past 2 months . 62 % More than & months ago
COMMENTS .

READERS: Unclass: this particular one in the series did not do as good a job...
thought it could have on this broad area.

NON-READERS: College Admin: 1issue not pertinent to a private college. Unclass:
at time, did not have budget to purchase such materials...now subscribe to series.

w

SPECIALISTS' SURVEY (n=3)
. RECENCY OF READING

(N=2)
Within past month Within past 6 months
Within past 3 months [ 2 More than 6 months ago
Cannot recall
COMMENTS

e Limited research base. General articles don't seem to contribute that much.
Pretty bland. Sorry, but it just doesn't seem to strike any chord of genuine
significance. -

e Very useful, there 1s little to compare this document with. Services of ERIC
(UCLA) are mot duplicated elsewhere.

e A useful overview only with associated references.
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(Document 74 continued)

READER EVALUATIONS (N=2¢)

UALITY
Reference
Mean Mean

Coverage 2.35 (2,50
Up-to-dateness 2.73 (2.81)
Organization 2.19 (2.31)
Writing 2.58 (2.31)
Format 2.77 (2.72)
Discussion 2.12 (2.32)

Reference

Percentage Percentage

UTILITY
Reference
. Mean Mean
Relevance 2.54 (2.72)
Need 2.08 (2.33)

et

Comparative usefulness 2.62 (2.58)
Purpose of use:
Obtain overview 2.65 (2.63)
Look up fatts 2.15 (2.20)
Identify individuals 2.04  (2.13)

Identify relevant 2 .42 (2.36)

Length: literature - -

About right  73% (82%) Update knowledge 2.31 (2.47)

Too long _0% (_4%) Obtain new 2 .08 (2.14)

Too short 23% (10%) knowledge T T

IMPACT

Percentage Reference Fercentage
Used to make decision _8% (19%)
Applied in my work 137% (69%)
Used to give advice 31% (427%)
Examined other documents 31% (32%)
Consulted with author(s) or others &% (_8%)
Passed document on to colleague(s) L2% (ﬁfﬂ)

NON-READER EVALUATIONS (n=28)

Utility

High  Medium Low

Relevance 50% 50% 0%
Potential 50% 36% 147
usefulness - — —

Reasons for not reading:
(N=7)

29 % Could not readily obtain a copy |
_ 29 % Not sufficiently interested
0 % Lack of time

_ 29 % other
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SPECTALISTS' EVALUATIONS (N=3)

(Document 74  continued)

QUALITY
' Not No
Excellent Good Fair Poor Applicable| Response

Choice of author 2 _ 1
Selection of 2 1

content/material }
Choice of references 2 1
Inclusion of current 1 1 1

material 3
Accuracy 3
Interpretation 1 1 1
Organization 3 B
Orggﬁization of 2 1

references
Format ! 3
Writing 3

UTILITY .
Would you recommend to collezgues? Usefulness for Various Purposes
Yes 2 No 1
If yes: Very Somewhat Not At ~ Neo
Purpose of Use Useful Useful All Useful | Response

Obtain overview 2 )
Look up facts 2 Thﬁ
Identify relevant literature 1 1 -
Identify individuals or institutions 2
Update knowledge 1 1
Obtain new knowledge 472
Obtain practical guidance 1 1

Other:

Need for Document of This Type

1 Very great
1 Moderately great
1

Not at all great

Overall Usefulness of Document

1 It 18 a very useful document,

1 It is not unusually useful, but
it is worth having available.

1l 1Its usefulness is too limited
to justify its publication.
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Document No. 75 Junior College Research Review: Paying for Junior Colleges,
Vol. &4, No. 8, Erick L. Lindman, April 1970. (ED 038 124)

NCEC Unit: Junior College. Jlearinghouse

Product Type: Review Lever of Effort Index: Low
Subject Cluster: Higher Education Visibility Index: High

GENERAL FIELD SURVEY (N=38)

FAMILIARITY
18 % Previously Read/Skimmed 21 % Only Heard About/Seen 6l 7% Not Seen/Read

RECENCY OF READING
(N= /)
14 % Within past month 43 % Wwithin past 6 months

0 % Within past 3 months 43 % More than 6 months ago
COMMENTS

READERS: Researcher: very helpful. College Admin: a superficial treatment...
didn't come to grips with necessary theory of "economics of scale"...however, is
fine and I look at it whenever I get a chance.

NON-READERS: Instr. Resources Spec: impossible to read all relevant periodicals
in pcotessional interest area.

SPECIALISTS' SURVEY (N=3)

RECENCY OF READING

(N=2)
Within past month Within past 6 months
Within past 3 months 2  More than 6 months ago
Cannot recall
COMMENTS

e Superficial treatment with little depth of analysis. Could have done more for the
field 1f 41t had been more comprehensive and 1f effort had been made to check status

of information at press time. Subject timely, content fairly obsolete, and analysis
shallow.

e Although there is littie research in this area, review misses some major
contributions.
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(Document 75 continued)

READER EVALUATIONS (=

UALITY
Reference
Mean Mean
Coverage
+  Up~to-dateness
Organization
Writing -
Format
Discussion
Reference
Percentage Peicentage
Length:
Abovc right
Too lotrg
Too short

UTILITY

Reference
Mean Mean

Relevance

Need

Comparative useiulness

Purpose of use:
Obtain overview
Look up facts
Identify individuals

Identify relevant
literature

Update knowledge

Obtain new
knowledge

IMPACT

Percentage Reference Percentage
Used to make decision
Applied in my work
Used to give advice
Examined other documents
Consulted with author(s) or others
Papsed document on to colleague(s)
NON-READER EVALUATIONS (N=23)

Utility Reasons for not reading:
{N=R)
High Medium Low
Relevance 48% 487 _4% 13 % Could not readily obtain a copy
Potential 35% 48% 177 25 % Not sufficiently interested
usefulness 25 % lack of time
25 % Other
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(Document 75 continued)
SPECIALLSTS' EVALUATIONS (n=3)
QUALITY
Excell Fai P New | N
cellent Gooa atr oot Applicable] Response
choice of author. 1 1 -
.- + g

Selection of 1 2

content/material
Choice of references 1 1 1
Inclusion of current 1 1 1

material
Accuracy 1 1 1
Internretation 1 1 1
Organization 3
Orgagization of 1 1 1

references
Fornat 1 1 1

[ seos 2 |
UTILITY
. d ieagues?
Would you recommend to colleagues? Usefulness for Various Purposes
Yes 3 No
It yes: Very Somewhat Not At No
Purpose of Use. Useful Useful All Useful{ Response

Obtaiu overview 1 2
Look up facts 2 1
Identify velevant literature 1 2
Identify individuals or institutions 3
Update knowledge 1 1
Obtain new knowledge 1
Obtain practical guidance 1 2
Other: _

Need for Document of This Type

3

~ Moderately great

Very great

Not at all great

Overall Usefulness of Document

1
2

It is a very useful document.

It is not unusually useful, but
it is worth having available.

Its usefulness is too limited
to justify its publication.
o o9
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Document No. 76 Juunior College Research Review: Curyiculum, Vol. 4, No. 6,
February 1970.

NCEC Ynit: Junior Colleges Clearinghouse
Product Type: Review Level of Effort Index: High
Subject Cluster: Higher Education Visibility Index: High

GENERAL FIELD SURVEY (N=82)

FAMILIARITY
24 % Previously Read/Skimmed 13 _% Only Heard About/Seen §2 % Not Seen/Read

RECENCY OF READING
__20 % Within past month 20 % Within past 6 months

0 _% Within past 3 months 60 % More than 6 months ago
COMMENTS

READERS: College Prof: used for classroom discussion. Researcher: aided in
reviewing own proposal for currency. ’ '

SPECIALISTS' SURVEY (N=3)

RECENCY OF READING

(N=3)
Within past month Within past 6 months
Within past 3 months 3 More than 6 months ago
Cannot recall

COMMENTS

e Would question whether research is the focus or not. I believe it should be
possible to build research emphasis which could assist in the transition/transmission
from research to application. These articles were not so targeted.

e The ERIC Research Review 1s very useful to facultyswgdministrators, students, and
researchers. ' ‘
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(Document 76 continued)

READER EVALUATIONS  (s=20)

QUALITY : UTILITY
Reference _Reference
Mean Mean Mean Mean
Coverage 2.25 (2.50) Relevance 2.75 (2.72)
Up-to-dateness 2.75 (2.81) Need 2.15 (2.33)
Organization. 2.29 (2.31) Comparative usefulness 2.45  (2.58)
Writing ) 2,40 (2.51) Purpose of use:
Format 2.80 ' (2.72) |  Obtain overview 2.45 (2.63)
Discussion 2.20 (2.32) | Look up facts 2.10 (2.20)
Reference Identify iqdividuals 2.15 (2.13)
enetn: Percentage Percentage Id;gtiﬁztzsievant 2.40 (g—lg)
Aboﬁt right  715% (82%) Update knowledge 2.40 (2.47)
Too long 0% (_4%) Obtain new 2.05 (2.14)
Too short 25% (10%) knowledge T -
IMPACT
. Percentage Reference Percentage
Used to make decision 3% (19%)
Applied in my work 15% (69%)
Used to give advice : 30% (42%)
Examined other documents 20% (32%)
Consulted with author(s) or others 10% (8%
Passed document on to colleague(s) 40% (46%)

I NON-READER EVALUATIONS (N=s57)

Utilic _ ' , Reasons for not reading:

(N=11)
High Medium Low
Relevance 71z - 21% 2% 45 % Could not readily obtainm a copy
Potential £7% 29% 14% 36 2% Not sufficiently interested
usefulness — - —
0 % Lack of time
9 % Other
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| (Document 76  continued)
SPECIALISTS' EVALUATIONS (N=3)
QUALITY
. Not No
Excellent Good Fair Poor Applicable| Responmse
Choice of author 3
Selection of 2 1
content/material
Choice of references 1 2
Inclusion of current 1 2
material
Accuracy 2 1 . §
Interpretation 1 2
Organization 1 2
P_Organization of 1 1 1
{ references
Format 1 2
Writing 1 2
UTILITY
Would you recommend to colleagues? Usefulness for Various Purposes
Yes 3 No ' -
If yes: Very Somewhat Not At No
Purpose of Use Useful Useful All Useful| Response
Obtain overview 1 —T‘_ 2 -
Look up facts 1 2
Identify relevant literature 2 1
Identify individuals or instiggtions 2 1
Update knowledge 2 1
Obtain new knowledge 2 1
Obtain ﬁ;actical guidance 2 1
Other:
Need for Document of This Type Overall Usefulness of Document
3 Very great 2 It is a very useful document.
Moderately great 1 1t is not unusually useful, but
Not at all great it is worth having available.
: Its usefulness is too limited
to justify its publication.
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Document No. 77 Junior College Fegearch Review: Co-operative Work-Experience

Education Programs inm Junior Colleges, Vol. 5, Ne. 2, Marcia A.
Boyer, October 1970. (ED 042 455)

NCEC Unit: Junior Colleges Clearinghouse

Product Type: Review Level of Effort Index: Low
Subject Cluster: Higher Education Visibility Index: High

GENERAL FIELD SURVEY (N=83)

FAMILIARITY
_ 34 7% Previously Read/Skimmed 16 % Only Heard About/Seen 51 % Not Seen/Read

RECENCY OF READING
’ (N=28)
_ 11 % Within past montn , 21 7% Within past 6 months

21 % Within past 3 months 46 % More than 6 months ago
COMMENTS

READERS: Vocational Educator: useful for training new coordinators. Unclass:
summary and updating function is invaluable. Unclass: would like more documents
in the vocational-technical area. Researcher: very helpful in uncovering relevant
research for national study.

SPECIALISTS' SURVEY (N=3)

RECENCY OF READING

(N=1)
Within past month Within past 6 wonths
Within past 3 months 1 More than 6 months ago
' Cannot recall
COMMENTS

e An extremely useful document to practitioners. It condenses a great deal of
material which has appeared in a3 wide variety of publications not easily accessible
to practitioners,

e Should have contained references to industry-spousored projects, and to projects
written by employers' representatives, plant managers, etc. on value (or lack of
it) of cooperative work experience education in junior colleges.

e Document provides #ery good summary of the cooperative work—-experience story.
References stated make more detailed information available. Plan to use with my
advisory groups. -

DY
-
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(Document 77 cont inued)

READER EVALUATIONS (N=28)

UALITY UTILITY
Reteren:e Reference
Mean Mean Mean Mean

Coverage 2.54 (2.30) Relevance 2.68 (2.72

Up-to-dateness 2.89 (2.81) Need 2.32 (2.33)

Organization 2.46 (2.31) Comparative usefulnes:; 2.54 (2.58)

Writing 2.71 (2.51) Purpose of use:

Format 2.86 (2.72) Obtain overview 2.79 (2.63)

Discussion ‘2,50 (2.32) Look up facts 2.36 (2.20)

Reference .  Identify individuals 2.21 (2.13)
Percentage Percentage Identify relevant @

Length: literature 2.46 (2.36)
About right  68% (82%) Update knowledge 2.50 (2.47)
Too long _0% 4% Obtain new 2.36 (2.14)
Too short 29% 107%) knowledge T T

IMPACT
> Percentage Reference Percentage

Used to make decisicn 14% (19%)

Applied in my work 757 (69%)

Used to give advice 50% (42%)

E::snsinedp other documents 43% (32%)

Consultéc_l ;wth author(s) or others _I% (_8%)

Passed document on to colleague(s) 50% (46%)

NON-READER EVALUATIONS (N=42)

Utility Reasons for not reading:
(N=13)
High Medium  Low
Relevance 48% 31% 21% 38 % Could not readily obtain a copy
Po:::;i;;l;ess 36% 40% 24 23 X% Not sufficiently interested
8 % Lack of time
23 X Other
PN . i
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(Document ;7 continued)

SPECTIALISTS' EVALUATIONS (N=3)

' -

274

QUALITY
Excellent Good Fair Poor Appl?iZble RusggnSu
Choice of author < 1
Selection of
content/material 3
Choice of references 1 2
| Inclusion of current 3
material _
Accuracy 2 1
Incterpretation ) 77 3
Organization 2 1
Organization of 1 2
references 5
.~%ormat ' 3
Writing 3
UTILITY
Would you recommend to colleagues? Usefulness for Variou; Purposes
Yes 3 No
If yes: Very Somewhat Not At No
Purpose of Use Useful Useful All Useful| Response
Obtain overview 3
Look up facts 3
Identify relevant literature 3
Identify individuals or institutions 1 ‘é
Update knowledge 3
Obtain new knowledge 1 1 1
Obtain practi&al guidance 2 1
Other:
. o
Need for Document of This Type Overall Usefulness of Document
2 Very great 3 It is a very useful document.
1 Moderately great It is not unusually useful, but
Not at all great it is worth having available.
Its usefulness is too limited
to justify its publication.
TTh
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Document No. 78  The Junior College Research Review: Occupationally Oriented .
Students, Vol. 5, No. 3, K. Patricia Cross, Nov. 1970. (ED 043 3.8)

_ NCEC Unit: Junior Colleges Clearinghouse

Product Type: Review Level of Effort Tndex: Medium
Subject Cluster: Higher Education Visibility Index: High

GENERAL FIELD SURVEY (N=99)

FANILIARITY
37 % Previously Read/Skimmed 11 % Only Heard About/Seen 52 % Not Seen/Read

RECENCY OF READING
(N=37) '
16 % Within past month 19 % Within past b months

16 % Within past 3 wmonths 49 % More than 6 months ago
COMMENTS

READERS: Prog. Spec: broadened the content of a course designed to prepare
community college instructors. Researcher: type of document excellent...would
like to have more of this type. Vocational Educator: a basis for review of
research of literature. College Prof: wmade me more knowledgeable in my field.
Researcher: felt it was discussion of the obvious...description of teaching
techniques and curricular designs would have been more helpful.

SPECIALISTS' SURVEY (N=3)

RECENCY OF READING

(N=3)
Within past month Within past 6 months
" Within past 3 months 3 More than 6 months ago
Cannot recall
COMMENTS

e From psycho-sociclogical viewpoint, article makes a contribution. Does not come
to grips with any practical issues that would be of much help in planning curricula
or designing courses for_eccupational students in junior colleges.

e Could have been expanded into a far better, more inclusive treatment of the
subject.
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{Document 78 continued)

READER EVALUATIONS (N=37)

UALITY
Reterence
Mean Mean

Coverage 2.39 (2.50)
Up-to-dateness 2.95 (2.81)
Organization 2.41 (2.31)
Writing 2.68 (2.51)
Format 2.78 (2.72)
Discussion 2.49 (2.32)

Reference

Percentage Percentage

UTILITY
Referonce
Mean Mean
Relevance 2.78 (2.72)
Need 2.32 (2.33)
Comparetive usefulness <2:21 (2.58)

Purpose of use:

Obtain overview 2.62 (2.63)
Look up facts 2.32 (2.20)
Identify individuals 2:.14 (2.13)
Identify relevant 2.15 (2.36)

Length: literature .
About right  81% 82%) Update knowledge 2.49 (2.47)
Too long 0% (_4%) Obtain new 2.11 (2.14)

] e
Too short 14% (10%) know!edge
IMPACT
Percentage Reference Percentage

Used to make decision 16% 9%)

Applied in my work 81% (69%)

Used to give advice 41% (é&.&

Examined other documents 3% (32%)

Consulted with author(s) or others 3% ( 8%)

Passed document on to colleague(s) o1% (46%)

NON-READER EVALUATIONS (N=51)

Utilit Reasons for not reading:
(N=11)
High Medium Low

Relevance 39% 35% 6% 36 % Could not readily obtain a copy

Potengiiiess 45% 45% . 8 27 % Not sufficiently interested
ugexu 18 2 Lack of time

9 Z Other
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SPECTALISTS ' EVALUATIONS  (n=3)

QUALITY

(Document 4y continued?)

Excellent

oud

Poor

Not
Applicable

!\'n
hesponse

laj
-~

Cholee ot wathor

=

Selection of
content/material

[ g

choice of references

Inciusicn ¢f current
material

t.

)

[ G,

ro

Accuracy

[

Interpretation

P

Organization

Organization of
references

to

Format 1

Writing 3

UTTLITY

Would vou recommend to colleagues?

Yes 3 No

I{ yes:

Purpose of Use

Usefulnuess for Various Purposes

Very
Useful

Somewhat
Useful

All Useful

Not At

No
Response

Obtain overview

Look up tacts

]

ldentify relevant literature

)

‘Identify individuals or institutions

Undate knowledge

Obtain new kngﬁledge

Obtain practical guidance

ol B | N

Other:

Need for Document of This Type Overall Usefulmess of Document
3  Very great 2 It is a very useful document.
. Mcderately great 1 It 1s not unusually useful, but
_ Not at all great it is worth having available.
_ Its usefulness is too limited
to justify {its publication.
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Document No. 79 ACTFL: A ial Binlicgraphy of Bouks and Articles on Pedagogpy
in Foreig.. Languiges, Dale L. Lange, May 1970. (ED 040 625)

NCEC Unit: Languages and Linguistics Clearinghouse

Product Type: Bibliograpny Level of Effort Index: High
Subject Cluster: Instructicnal Content Visibilitv Index: Medium

GENERAL FIELD SURVEY (N=82)

FAMILTARITY
41 % Previously Read/Skinmed 16 % Only Heard About/Seen _43 7% Not Seen/Read
RECENCY OF READING
(N=34)
21 % Within past month 29 % wWithin past 6 months
18 % Within past 3 menths 32 % lfore than 6 months ago
COMMEN'IS

READERS: College Prof: my students have used it regularly and found references

in line with expectatiocns. College Prof: organization and table ¢f contents were
revised in subsequent years...usefulness considerably improved...mavbe other improve-
ments could be made, but I have no recommendations. tollege Prof: <cnly limitations
placed upon this fine bib are those required by budget...hope it getc more staff

and other resources to continue fine work started. College Prof: it needs to be
slightly more comprehensive, particularly in psvchology areas. Sec, {ezacher: served
as basis for my research and was extremely helpivl...my only problem was In obtaining
some of the materials (no fault of the document?. Supervisor: print is a bit small
to read.

NON-READERS: Instr. Resources Spec: teachers get inte ruts and forget they can

read on their own about pedagogy.

* SPECIALISTS' SURVEY (N=3)

RECENCY OF READING

(N=2)
_ Within past month o withan past b months
___ Within past 3 months 4 Mggeq than & months ago
} Cannot recall
COMMENTS

e Comprehensive coverage; format very clear. Aanual Bibliograpihy {lils a very
great need...does not duplicate exactly any other bibliography ard {# published in
a journal widely read by the very people to whom such iniormatiau cau »e most useful.

e Fine, extremely useful document. Reproduction in my copy is far from clear (too
light)

e Reproduction poor...light type, sometimes unclear. An annual bibliography on
toreign language teaching is most useful...the ACTFL bibliography is most complete
I know.
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(Document 79 continued)

READER EVALUATIONS (N=34) w
QUALITY
Reference
Mean Reference Mean Percentage Percentage
Coverage 2.85 (2.49) No. of references:
Up~to-dateness 3.00 (2.78) About right 917 (81%)
Organization 2.41 (ngg) Too many 0% &%)
Format 2.88 (2.72) Too few _9% (11%)
Textual material 2.50 (2.47) -
UTILITY
Mean Reference Mean
Relevance .94 2.77)
Need 2.41 (2.39)
Comparative usefulness 3.00 2.70) Reference
Purpose of use: Percentage Percentage
To identify documents on particular topics 852 (73%)
To identify documents on particular projects 47% (41%)
. To identify documents by particular individuals 297 (13%)
To identify documents from particular institutions Oz (11%)
To perform comprehensive‘search of literature 56% (55%)
To see kinds of new work being reported 85% - (67%)
IMPACT
Were cited documents examined? Yes 31 (91%) Was content of cited
document (s) as expected
from bibliographic
reference? Yes 88 X No 12 %
NON-READER EVALUATIONS (N=35)
Ueisity Reasons for not reading?

(N=13)
High Medium Low
Relevance 342 312 31z 23 % Could not readily obtain a copy

Potential ,
usefulness 127 342 49%

15 % Not sufficiently interested
8 2 Lack of time
54 % Other
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(Document 79 continued)
SPECIALISTS' EVALUATIONS (N=3)
QUALITY
Excellent Good Fair Poor Applfzzble Reszgnse

Choice of author 3
Selection of 3

content/material
Choice of references 1 2
Inclusion of current 3

material
Ac.uracy a 2 B
Interpretation 3
Organization 1
Organization of 3

references )
Format 1 2
Writing 3

UTILITY
Would you recommend to colleagues? Usefulness for Various Purposes
Yes 3 No
1f yes: Very Somewhat Not At No
Purpose of Use Useful Useful All Useful] Response
Obtain overview 3
Look up facts 3
Identify relevant literature 2 1 .
Identify individuals or institutions 3
Update knowledge 3
Obtain new knowledge 2 1 [
Obtain practical guidance 3
Other:
-

Need for Document of This Type

3 Very great
Moderately great

Not at all great

P
PO

Overali Usefulness of Document

It is not unusually useful, but
it 1s worth having available.

Its usefulness is too limited
to justify its publication.

3 It is a very useful document.
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Document No. 80 Songs in the Foreign Language Ciassroom, Focus Reports on the
Teaching of Foreign Languzges, #12, Olivia Munoz, September 1969.
(ED 034 450)

NCEC Unit: Languages and Linguistics Clearinghouse
Product Type: Practical Guidance Paper Level of Effort Index: LoV

et e

Subject Cluster: Instructional Content Visibility Index: Medium

GENERAL FIELD SURVEY (N=50)
B FAMILYARITY

22 % Previously Read/Skimmed 24 % Only Heard About/Seen 54 % Not Seen/Read

RECENCY OF READING
(N~ 11)

g % Withir past month

e r—

e 18 % Wicthin past 6 months

18 % Within past 3 months ' 55 % More than 6 months ago
COMMENTS

SPECIALISTS' SURVEY (N=3)

RECENCY OF READING

(N=1) '
Within past month 1 Within past 6 months
Within past 3 months More than 6 months ago
Cannot recall
COMMENTS

® There are a few misprints, regrettable in such - Jdocument.

e A useful pilece, somewhat lacking in musical sophistication especially with regard
to pitch. No distinction made between singing and talking, between the 1 to 12 -
year-old and the past-12-year-old student. Not enough emphasis upon songs as bearers
of culture.

e Especially useful for younger teachers who would like to use songs in class as an
aid to teaching the foreign language.
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(Document 80 continued)

READER EVALUATIONS (N=

QUALITY UTILITY
Reference Reference
Mean Mean Mean Mean
Coverage Relevance
i Up~-to-dateness Need
Organization Comparative usefulness
Writing Purpose cf use:
Format Obtain overview
Discussion Look up facts
Reference = Tdentify individuals
Percentage P
n-ags ercentage Identify relevant
Length: literature
About right Update knowledge
Too long Obtain new
knowledge
Too short

IMPACT
- \
Percentage Reference Percentage
Used to make decision
Applied in my work
Used to give advice
Examined other documents
Consulted with author(s) or others
Passed document on to colleague(s)
) —
\
NON~-READER EVALUATIONS (N=27)
Utilie Reasons for not reading:
(N=12)
High Medium Low
" Relevance 37% 442 19z 8 2 Could not readily obtain a copy
Poten;iil _@_6_% “_lt_l_z' 30% 58 ¥ Not sufficiently interested
usefulness 17 % Lack of time
17 X Other
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SPECIALISTS' EVALUATIONS (N=3)

(Document 80  continued)

QUALITY
Excell Good Fal P Not No
cellent © aix oor Applicable]| Response
Choice of authot 2 1
Selection of 3
content/material
Choice of references 2 1
Inclusion of current
2 1
material
Accuracy 1 2
Interpretation 1 2
Organization 1 2
Organization of 1 1 1
references
Format 1 1 1
Writing 1 2
UTILITY
Would you recommend to colleagues? Usefulness for Various Purposes
Yes 3 No
If yes: Very Somewhat Not At No
Purpose of Use Useful Useful All Useful| Response
Obtain overview 2 1
Look up facts 3
Identify relevant literature 1
Identify individuals or institutions 2 - 1
- Update knowledge 1
Obtain new knowledge 1
Obtain practical guidance 2 1
Other:

Need for Document of This Type

Very great

1
2  Moderately great

Not at all great

Overall Usefulness of Document

1

2

It is a very useful document.

It is not unusually useful, but
it is worth having available.

Its usefulness is too limited
to justify its publication.
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Document No. 81 The Mechanical Potential of the Language Laboratory, Focus
Reports on the Teaching of Foreign Languages, ##14, Edward
M. Stack, May 1970. (ED 038 072)

NCEC Unit: Languages and Linguistics Clearinghouse
Product Type: Practical Guidance Paper Level of Effort Index: Low

Subject Cluster: Instructional Content Visibility Index: Medium

e

GENERAL FIELD SURVEY (N=71)

FAMILIARITY
24 % Previously Read/Skimmed 24 % Only Heard About/Seen 32 % Not Seen/Read

RECENCY OF READING
(N=17)
6 ¥ Within past month ) 18 % Within past 6 months

12 % Within past 3 months .- 65 % More than 6 months ago
COMMENTS

READERS: College Prof: I have read Stack's work on Labs 3 times, so nothing new
in article for me. Supervisor: I'm sure it was extremely practical and inspiring
to others who have had success in area and/or who have never tried its use.

NON-READERS: Sec. Teacher: have no chance to change my laboratory. Sec Teacher:
we no longer have language lab, unfortunately. College Prof: I had other material
on subject readily available.

SPECIALISTS' SURVEY (N=3)

RECENCY OF READING

(N=Q)
Within past month Within past 6 months
Within past 3 months ' More than 6 months ago
Cannot recall .
COMMENTS

e Author'd#lbook on this subject generally considered a basic text. - A brief but
comprehensive synthesis of the subject. Value of this document lies in its clear
and comprehensive summary of material otherwise available only in widely scattered
articles or in substantial book-length treatments.

e Author probably the best person to write this report. Document presents a concise
overview of the topic and suggests important readings for the individual who wants
to read further.

e I noticed only one misspelling.




(Document 81 continued)

READER EVALUATIONS (N=17)
QUALITY UTILITY
Reference Reference
Mean Mean Mean Mean
Coverage 2.53 (2.43) Relevance 2_2 (Efl)
Up-to-dateness 2.88 (2.77) Need 2.12 (2.35)
Organization 2.39 2.33) Comparative usefulness 2.29 (2.52)
Writing 2.94 (2.33) Purpose of use:
Format 2.94 (2.74) Obtain overview 2.33 (_2.129.)
" Discussion 2.6 (2.30) Look up facts 2,29 (2.28)
Reference Identify individuals 2.12 (2.12)
Percentage Percentage
Identify relevant 2.24 (2.26)
Length: literature -
About right  82% (83%) Update knowledge 2.53 (2.41)
Too long _0% (_4%) Obtain new 2.06 (2.18)
Too short _6% A (_8%) knowledge T T
A
IMPACT |
Percentage Reference Percentage
Used to make decision _0% (23%)
Applied in my work 47% (63%)
Used to give advice 47% (49%)
Examined other documents 292 (27%)
Consulted with author(s) or others _0% (_6%)
Passed document on to colleague(s) 242 (50%)
NON-READER EVALUATIONS (N=37)
y
Utilicy ' Reasons for not reading:
High Medism Low =17
Relevance. 32z 382 302 6% Could not readily obtain a copy
Potential . 24% 38% 35% 29% Not sufficiently interested
usefulness ™ 35% Lack of time
N 18% Other
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(Document 81  continued)

SPECIALISTS' EVALUATIONS (N=3)

»

QUALITY
Excellent | Good Fair Poor Applfngle Resggnse
Choice of author 3
Selection of 2 1
content/material
Choice of references 3
D Inclusion of current 3 -
material
Accuracy 3
Interpretation 3
Organization 3
Organization of 3
references
Format 1 1 1
Writing 2 1
UTILITY
Would you recommend to colleagues? Usefulness for Various Purposes
Yes 3 No
1f yes: Very Somewhat Not At No
Purpose of Use Useful Useful All Useful]| Response
Obtain overview 3
Look up facts 2 1
Identify relevant literature 3
Identify individuals or institutions 2 1
Update knowledge 3
Obtain new knowledge 1 1 1
Obtain practical guidance 3
Other:
Need for Document of This Type Overall Usefulness of Document
Very great 2 It is a very useful document.
3 Moderately great 1 1t is not unusually useful, but
_ Not at all great it is worth having available.
______Its usefulness is too limited
. to justify its publication.
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Document No. 82 Linguistics and Foreign Language Teaching, ERIC Focus Report on
the Teachineg of Foreign Languages, #21, Freeman Twaddle,
December 1970, (ED 044 381)

NCEC Unit: Languages and Linguistics Clearinghouse

Product Type: PFPractical Guidance Paper Level of Effort Index: Low
Subject Cluster: Instructional Content Visibility Index: High

GENERAL FIELD SURVEY (N=72)

FAMILIARITY
[
24 % Previously Read/Skimmed 22 X Only Heard About/Seen 54 % Not Seen/Read

RECENCY GF READING
(N=17)
0 % Within past menth 12 2 Within past 6 months

29 % Within past 3 months 59 % More than 6 montns ago
COMMENTS

READERS: follege Prof: useful to usé in teaching future teachers. Prog. Spec:
useful to keep abreast. Unclass: helped to emphasize importance of linguistics
in teaching foreign languages...need for this kind of material is urgent.

Sec. Teacher: was hoping the author would treat the topics to help the classroom
teachers, but it fell short of goal. College Prof: presented biased picture of
relationship between linguistics and foreign language teaching. College Prof:
would like to see  further publications on same subject.

SPECIALISTS' SURVEY (N=3)

RECENCY OF READING

(N=3)
Within past month 2 Within past 6 months
Within past 3 months 1 More than 6 months ago
Cannot recall
< COMMENTS

e An excellent piece by an author must appropriately chosen. But refers too
briefly to two areas of basic importance: 1) internalization of language and
language/thought; and 2) the role of habit snd cognition in FL learning, a subject
greatly in need of intelligent, inforr~-: Ciscussion.

e Author an expert in field. Very few teachers in post-NDEA era need this kind of
definition of "syntax," “"morphology,”" etc. Since I have it, I use it in a limited

fashion...could get along without it. Students regard it as too simplistic for the
most part.

e Only a single reference cited, but it 1is an excellent one and well suited to the
projected audience. Format well chosen. Writing admirably clear, as one would
expect from this author. :
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{Ducument 82 continued)

READER EVALUATIONS (N=17)
¢
QUALITY UTILITY
Reference Reference
Mean Mean Mean Mean
Coverage 2.41 (Z;ﬁi) Relevance 2.59 (2.67)
Up-to-dateness 2.59 (2.77) Need 2.12 (2.35)
Organization 2.24 (2.33) Comparative usefulness 2.29 (2.52)
Writing 2.71 (2.53) Purpose of use:
" Format 2.82 (2.74) Obtain overview 2.47 (2.54)
Discussion 2.3 (2.30) Look up facts 2.12 (2.24)
' Reference “Identify individuals 1:94  (2.12)
Percgg}agg Percentage Identify relevant 2.00 (2.26)
Length: literature
About right 76% (83%) Update knowledge 2.24 (2.41)
Too long _0% (_4%) Obtain new 1.94  (2.18)
Too short 18% (8%) knowleége o o
IMPACT \\\
Percentage Reference Percentage
Used to make decision ' _0% (23%) o
Applied in my work 47% (63%) \j
Used to give advice 18% (49%)
Examined other documents 18% (27%)
Consulted with author(s) or others _0z (6%)
Passed document on to colleague(s) . 29% (30%)
[
NON-READER EVALUATIONS (N=39)
Utility Reasons for not reading:
(N=16)
A High Medium Low
Relevance 21% 31% 18% 56 % Could not re}dily obtain a copy
Potential 49% 28% 23% 6 % Not sufficiently interested
usefulness  — o o 13 % Lack of time
19 2 Other
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(Document  ©. cont 1nued
COPCTALTCTCS FVALUATIONS  (xv )

QUALITY

PSS

Not Ny

B RS .Du,':){‘.n"'.‘.b't

Fxcellent Good Fair Py

Cheloe ot author 3

Selection of
content/material

e et e — e ——— o ——— = S

Choice of references 1 i i

>

Inclusion of current
material

v
ta
—

[ W)
[

Accuruacy

ro
P

Interpretation

ro
Pt

Organization

Organization ot
references

ra
it

Format

Writing 3

UTILITY

Would < nd t 1lec ?
ould you recomme © colleagues Usefulness for Various Purposes

Yes 3 No

If yes: Very Somewhat Not At No

Purpose of Use Useful Useful All Useful Response

Obtain overview 2 1

Look up facts 1 2

[
r-—l

Identify relevant literature 1

Identify individuals or institutions 2 1
1

Update knowledge 1 1

Obtain new knowledge 2 1

Obtain practical guidance 2 1

Qther:

Need for Document of This Type Cverall Usefulness of Document

o

__i__ Very great It is a very useful document.

et

1 Moderately great

1t is not unusually useful, but
it is worth having available.

1 Not at all great

Its usefulness is too limited
to justify its publication.
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Nocument N°. 82 Directions in Foreign Language Testing. Rebeccs M. Valette,
1969. (ED 034 460)

NCEC Unit: Languages and Linguistics Clearinghouse A

Product Tvpe: Review Level of Effort ‘ndex: Medium

Subject Cluster: Instructional Content Visibility Incex: Low

GENERAL FIELD SURVEY (N=74)

FAMILIARITY
28 % Previously Read/Skimmed 18 % Only Heara Suout/Seen 54 % Neo Reen/Read
RECENCY OF READING
(= 2D |
24 % Within past month ‘A % Within past 6 mon:hs
10 % Within past 3 months _;Ei_% More than 6 montlis ago
COMMENTS

READERS: Sec. Teacher: had effect on my methods of testing in classroom.

Sec Teacher: at that time I was serving on committee writing a guide to teaching
French in Texas...this document helped in that work as well as in my day-to-day
teaching. Sec. Teacher: wused as a guide in re-evaluating our testing program

in grades 7-12. (College Prof: wish there would be more monographs »f this type.
Sec. Teacher: one of the first of its type and very much needed. Supervisor: most
useful in helping teachers to make use of good testing procedures. One of decade's
most important books on foreign language education.

NON-READERS: Ccllege Prof: was remiss in ordering a copy. College Prof: did not
realize it existed in this format.

SPECIALISTS' SURVEY (N=3)

RECENCY OF READING

(N=1)
Within past wonth Within past 6 months
Within past 3 months 1 More than 6 wmonths ago
Cannot recall
COMMENTS

e Author one of leaders in testing in FL. Reference list seems too extensive...
might be wise to group references under sub-tcpics...excellent references are
buried in over-long list. Usefulness depenus upon potential audience: booklet
useful to teacher trainer or grad. student; of limited use to undergraduate major
or teacher in service.

e Author top national specialist in FL testidg. Needs updating in 1972...already
weak in 1969 on objective concerning foreign life-style and literature. Simply and

lucidly presented. 'Modified Table of Objectiv: " s real improvement on Bloom
whose backward outlook (he wrote in 1956, she in ~~:) she repeats at excessive
length. ’

¢ Author has published in field, but there are others wuo might have made a some-
what more significant contribution. Rather heavy use of psychologist's jargon...
writing is not particularly graceful. Wouid like to see document revised.

TY

PASLY




(Document 83 continued)

READER EVALUAT 'UNS (N=21)

QUALITY UTILITY
Reference Reference
Mean Mean Mean Mean
Coverage 2.81 (2.39 Relevance 2.91 (2.72)
Up-to-dateness 2.9 (2.8 Need 2,62  (2.33)
Organization 2.52 (2.30) Comparative usefulness 2.76 (2.58)
Writing 2.57 (2.2 Purpose of use:
Format 2.95 (2.72) Obtain overview 2.81 (2.63)
Discussion 2.71 . (2.3D *  Look up facts 2,29 (2.20)
Reference Identify individuals 2.05  (2.13)
i Percentage Percentage Id;:tiﬁzﬁz:ievant 2.29 ﬁg;gg)
About right 90% (82%) Updats' knowledge 2.62 (2.47)
Too long _5% (&%) Obtain mew 2.14  (2.18)
Too short 5% (LQZ) knowledge .
IMPACT
Percentage Reference Percentage
Used to make decision 24% (19%) .
Applied in my work 86% (692)
Used to give advice 71% (422)
Examined other documents 24% (322)
Consulted with author(s) or others % (_8%)
Passed document on to colleague(s) 48% (46%)
NON-READER EVALUATIONS (N=40)
Utility ’ Reasons for not reading:
(N=13)
High Medium Low
Relevance 354 27% 172 31 % Could not readily obtain a copy
Potential 50% 22% 271 15 % Not sufficiently interested
usefulness - - - 31 % Lack of time
15 % Other
201
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(Document 83 continued)

SPECTALISTS' EVALUATIONS (N=3)
QUALITY
Excellent Good Fair * Poor Applﬁzzble Resggnse

Choice of author AgA 2 1
Selection of

content/material 1 2
Choice of references 1 1 1
Inclusion of current 2 1

material
Accuracy 3
Interpretation 1 2
Organization ' 2 1
Organization of 9 1 .

references
Format 1
Writing | - 1

UTILITY
Would you recommend to colleagues? Usefulness for Various Purposes
Yes 3 No
If yes: Very Somewhat Not At No
Purpose of Use Useful Useful All Useful| Response

Obtain overview 2 1
Look up facts 1 2
Identify relevant literature 3
Identify individuals or institutions 3
Update knowledge 3
Obtain new knowledge 2 1
Obtain practical guidance 1 2
Other:

Need for Document of This Type

1 Very great
2 Moderately great
Not at all great

Overall Usefulness of Document

2 1t is a very useful document.

1 It is fot unusually useful, but
it is worth having available.

Its usefulness is too limited
to justify its publication.
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Document No. 84 FLES: Types of Programs, ERIC Focus Report on the Teaching of
Foreign Languages, #16, Lester W. McKim, October 1970.
(ED 043 268)

NCEC Unit: Languages and Linguistics Clearinghouse

Product Type: Review Level of Effort Index: Low
Subject Cluster: Instructional Content Visibility Index: Medium

GENERAL FIELD SURVEY (n=52)

FAMILIARITY
21 7% Previously Read/Skimmed 29 X Only Heard About/Seen 50 % Not Seen/Read
RECENCY OF READING

(N=1I)
Q % Within past month 9 % Within past 6 months
18 %X Within past 3 months 73 X More than 6 months ago
COMMENTS

READERS: College Prof: I see these Focus Reports as '"How To" type articles...on
this criterion, most of them fall very short.

NON-READERS: Sec. Teacher: my own field is in secondary education and I do not
always write for inform~tion of this type, though I read it if readily available.
Sec. Teacher: we have no FLES program in our school...will read later for general

interest.

SPECIALISTS' SURVEY (N=3)

RECENCY OF READING

(N=1)
Within past month l  Within past 6 months
Within past 3 months More than 6 months ago
Cannot recall
COMMENTS

e Author used language readily understood by teachers and laymen. Usefulness
linited because of shrinking number of educators who have interest in this subject.

® Author's involvement with FLES not extensive and limited to supervision of an
established sequence. Same problems have been defined again and again...no substan-
tive recommendations to offer as to what goals can be achieved with programs of
various designs. Will not serve to advance reader in breadth or depth and will not
give anything for implementation.

¢ Author informed, vet not a special pleader for FLES. Serves well the purpose

of persuading end helping to evaluate soberly, actual and contemplated FLES sequences.

Very concise.

)
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(Document 84 continued)

READER EVALUATIONS (=

QUALITY

Reference
Mean Mean

Coverage
Up-to-dateness
Organization
Writing

Format

Discussion

Reference
Percentage Percentage

Length:
About right
foo long
Too short

« JTILITY

] Reference
Mean Mean

Relevance

Need

Comparative usefulness

Purpose of use:
Obtain overview
Look up facts
Identify individuals

Identify relevant
literature

Update knowledge

Obtain new
knowledge

IMPACT
Percentage Reference Percentage o
Used to make decision %
Applied in my work
Used to give advice
Examined other documents
Consulted with author(s) or others
Passed document on to colleague(s)
NON-READER EVALUATIONS (N=26)
Utility Reasons for not reading: :
(N=15) :
High Medium Low :
Relevance 23% 31% 462 20 2 Could not readily obtain a copy f
Potential 27% 15% 58% 53 X Not sufficiently interested E
usefulness - - — 7 % Lack of time ;
20 2 Other :
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(Document 84 continued)

SPECIALISTS' EVALUATIONS (N=3)
QUALITY
Excell Good Fai P Not No
Excellent ° air oot Applicable| Response
Choice of author 2 1
Selection of 1 1 1
content/material
Choice of references 2 1
Inclusion of current
1 1 1
material
Accuracy 2 1
Interpretation 1
Organization 1 2
Organization of )
: 2 1
references
Format 1. 1
Writing
1 UTILITY
Would you recommend to colleagues? Usefulness for Various Purposes
Yes 2 No 1 o
If yes: Very Somewhat Not At No
Purpose of Use Useful Useful All Useful| Response
Obtain overview 2
Look up facts 2
Identify relevant literature
Identify individuals or institutions
Update knowledge 2
Obtain new knowledge 1
Obtain practical guidance 2
Other:
Need for Document of This Type Overall Usefulness of Document
1 Very great 1 It is a very useful document.
1  Moderately great 1 It is not unusually useful, but
1
1 Not at all great it is worth Having available.
1l Its usefulness is too limited
to justify its publication.
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Document No. 85 New Scheduling Patterns and the Foreign Language Teacher, ERIC
Focus Report on the Teaching of Foreign Languages #18, Jermaine
D. Arendt, November 1970. (ED 043 269)

NCEC Unit: Languages and Linguistics Clearinghouse

Product Type: Review Level of Effort Index: Low
Subject Cluster: Instructiomal Content Visibility Index: Medium

GENERAL FIELD SURVEY (N=55)

FAMILIARITY
36 % Previously Read/Skimmed 22 % Only Heard Abtout/Seen 42 % Not Seen/Read

RECENCY OF READING
(N= 20)
10 % Within past month <0 7 Within past 6 months

20 % Within past 3 months ‘ 50 % More than 6 months ago
.COMMENTS

READERS: College Prof: supports ongoing investigation into individualization of
foreign language education. College Prof: wused for methods course. Supervisor:
probably had some influence on our offering mini-courses. College Prof: would be
interested in modular scheduling at our college level. Sec. Teacher: keep them
coming but brief and to the point...reports are excellent aid to interested teacher.
Supervisor: the Focus Reports series is outstanding...we are still in process of
examining our lockstep school day...the article has been reviewed positively by
administrators.

SPECIALISTS' SURVEY (8=3)

RECENCY OF READING

(N=1)
- Within past month Within past 6 months
Within past 3 months More than 6 months ago
1 Cannot recall
COMMENTS

e Despite 1970 copyright, some materials seem out of date, e.g., regarding the
seven~period day as an innovation. Have reservations about value of module schedul-
ing, but many schools are trying it out and need information about what has b
done.

e References extensive and well chosen. Provides copy of guidelines for ilaple-
mentation and identified needs for consideration. Have used document many times
in methods imstruction, in-service workshops, and conferences.

o
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(Document 85 continued)

READER EVALUATIONS (N=20)

UALITY
‘"Reference
Mean Mean
Coverage 2.50 (2.50)
Up~-to-dateness 2.85 (2.81)
Organization 2.40 (2.31)
Loy \Ze22
Writing 2.85 (2.51)
 Format ) 7.90 (2.72)
Discussion 2.45 (2.32)
Reference
Percentage Percentage
Length: .
About right  60% | (82%)
Too long 0% (_4%)
Too short 35% (10%)

UTILITY
Reference

Mean Mean
Relevance 2.80  (2.72)
Need 2.40  (2.33)
Comparative usefulness 2.65  (2.58)

furpose of use: B
Obtain overview 2.75 (2.63)
Look up facts 2.25 '(g;gg)
Identify individuals 2.15 (2.13)
Identify relevant 2.25 (2.36)
literature - —_
“‘Update knowledge 2.45 (2.47)
amr L0 @y

Used to make decision

Applied in my'work

Used: to give advice

Examined other documents

Consulted with author(s) or others

Passed document on to colleague(s)

IMPACT

%ercentage Reference Percentage
25% @
55% e
65% (42%) ’
30% @2%)
15% (8%)
25% (46%)

NON-READER EVALUATIONS (Ne23)

Utility Reasons for not reading:
(N=12)
High Medium Low
Relevance 527 22% 26% 17 % Could mot readily obtain a copy
Potential 42 % Not sufficiently interested
ugsefulness 432 22z 32%
R 8 X Lack of time
25 2 Other
AN
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(Doéument 85 continued)

SPECIALISTS' EVALUATIONS (N=3)
QUALITY
Not No
Excellent Good Fair Poor Applicable| Response

Choice of author 2 1
Selection of 2 1

content/material
Choice of references 2 1
Inclusion of current

material 1 1 !
Accuracy 2 1
Interpretation i 2
Organization 2 1
Organization of 9 .

references
Format 1 2
Writing 1 2 l

UTILITY
Would you recommend to colleagues? Usefulness for Various Purposes
Yes 3 No
1f yes: Very Somewhat Not Aﬁ No
Purpose of-Use Useful Useful All Useful] Response

Obtain overview 3
Look up facts 2 1
Identify relevant literature 2 1
Identify individuals or institutions 2 1
Update knowledge 3
Obtain new knowledge 1 1 1
Obtain practical guidance 2 1
Other:

Need for Document of This Type

L’l Very great
2 Moderately great

Not at all great

Overall Usefulness of Documeni

?

A

-1

It is a very useful document.

It is not unusually useful, but
it is worth having available.

Its usefulness is too limited
to justify its publication.
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Document No. 86 ERIC Products 1969-1970, 1970. (ED 041 598)

NCEC Unit: Library and Information Sciences Clearinghouse

Product Type: Bibliography Level of Effort Index: High

Subject Cluster: Educational Administration and Visibility Index: Medium
Services '

GENERAL FIELD SURVEY (N~ 204)

FAMILTARITY
20 Z Previously Read/Skimmed 21 X Only Heard About/Seen 59 7% Not Seen/Read
RECENCY OF READING

(N= 41)
29 % Within past month 29 % Within past 6 months
12 % Within past 3 months 29 % More than 6 montﬁs ago
COMME! T

READERS: Instr. Resources Spec: in my work in State department with ERIC and
professional library, is useful in summarizing available materials for staff members...
would be more useful if clearly stated that is a selected list...or is it compre~
hensive? 1Instr. Resources Spec: bibs are great if only libraries would stock the
contents. Other Admin: needs broader coverage. Prog. Spec: great help in program -
planning...usually first step is to see what ERIC products are available...thanks.
Instr. Resources Spec: excellent. Instr. Resources Spec: needs cross-indexing

by subject areas as there is overlap in clearinghouse products.

NON-READERS: Instr. Resources Spec: 2‘ust came to my attention. Sec. Teacher: need
better distribution and availability to the classroom teacher. Instr. Resources

Spec: faculty will not be bothered to drive 28 miles to center where indexes are
available along with the microfiche.

SPECIALISTS' SURVEY (N=3)

RECENCY OF READING

(N=0) »
Within past month Within past 6 months
Within past 3 months More than 6 months ago
Cannot recall
COMMENTS

e Authors included are good...absence of certain authors regrettable. Am surprised
that articles from publisher periodicals, e.g., "Adult Leadership," appear here.

e Annotations succinct, informative, well phrased. Since this is an annual pub-
lication, it serves as a dependable compilation of existing material and becomes
more useful as issues cumulate.

e Annotations particularly helpful. Document useful to supplement such sources
as Education Index and Library Literature.

B
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(Docyment _86 continued)
READER EVALUATIONS (N=41)
QUALITY
Reference
Mean Reference Mean Percentage Percentage
Coverage 2.56 (2:49) No. of references:
Up-to-dateness 2.83 (2.78) About right 83% (81%)
Organization 2.17 (2.23) . Too many _I% (_4%)
Format 2.66 . (2.72) Too few 7% (117%)
Textual material 2.49 (2.47) 3.
UTILITY
: Mean Reference Mean
Relevance 2.73 2.77)
Need 2.37 @.3%9
Comparative usefulness 2.61 (2.70) Reference
Purpose of use: Percentage Percentage
To identify documents on particular topics 73% @3%)
To 1dént1fy documents on particular projects 24% &1%)
To identify documents by particular individuals 10% @3z)
To identify documents from particular institutions 12% @iz)
To perform comprehensive search of literature S51% (55%)
To see kinds of new work being reported 61% ©7%)

IMPACT

Was content of cited

document(s) as expected

from bibliographic

reference? Yes 78 ¥ No 22 X%

Were cited documents examined? Yes 33 (30%)

NON-READER EVALUATIONS (N= 120)

Utility Reasons for: not reading:
(N=43)
High  Medium  Low
Relevance 412 392 19% 21 ¥ Could not readily obtain a copy
Potential 23 ¥ Not sufficiently interested
uwsefulness 23% 41% 322

9 ¥ Lack of time
35 X Other
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{Document RIS cont frued)

SPECIALISTS' EVALUATIONS (N=3)
QUALITY
Excellent Good Fair Poor Not No
Applicable Response
Choice of author 1 Z
Selection of 3 A——*“;
content/material ¢
Choice of references 2
Inclusion of current 1 2
material :
Accuracy 1 1 1
Interpretation 1 2
Organization 1 2
Crazmiele HERE
Format 2 1
Writing 2 1
. UTILITY

Would you recommend to colleagues?

Usefulness for Various Purposes

Yes 3 No —
If yes: Very Somewhat Not At No
Purpose of Use Useful Useful All Useful] Response
Obtain overview 1 2
Laok up facts 1 1 1
Identify relevant literature 3
Identify individuals or institutions 3
Update knowledge 2 1
Obtain new knowledge 2 1
Obtain practicel guidance 3
Other: -
Need for Document of This Type Overall Usefulness of Document
_1 Very great ‘ 4 2 1t is a very useful document.
2 Moderstely great 1 It is not unusually useful, but
Not at all great it is worth having available.
Its usefulness is too limited
to justify its publication.
301
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Document No. 87 The Economics of Information: Bibliography and Commentary on the

Literature, H.A. Olsen, January 1971. (ED 044 545)

NCEC Unit: Library and Information Sciences Clearinghouse

Product Type: Review Level of Effort Index: High
Subject Cluster: Educational Administration and Visibility Index: Low
Services

GENERAL FIELD SURVEY (= 128)

FAMILTARITY
13 % Previously Read/Skimmed 10 % Only Heard About/Seen 77 % Not Seen/Read
RECENCY OF READING
{N=16)
§ % Within past month 50 % Within past 6 months
25 % Within past 3 months 19 7 More than 6 months ago
COMMENTS

READERS: College Prof: incorporated information into lectures, incorporated
references into course bibliography, read references personally, discussed with
colleague implications of study. Researcher: synthesized a new field...will now use
it as basis for own writing...needs combined index by author. College Prof: 1is one

of ERIC's great achievements...an excellent treatment for important toplc...was
impossible to perform a systematic literature search, in a reasonable amount of time,
before appeared...a major contribution and also a model of what a useful survey article
should be like.

SPECIALISTS' SURVEY (n=3)

RECENCY OF READING
(N=2)
____ Within past month 1 Within past 6 months

-

Within past > months More than 6 months ago

Cannot recall

COMMENTS

e Good job in ferreting out and selecting authers and citations. Hard to use as
reference tool.
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(Document 87 continued)

READER EVALUATIONS (n=

— -
UALITY UTILITY
Reference Reference
Mean Mean Mean Mean

Coverage Relevance
Up-to-dateness Need
Organization Comparative usefulness
Writing Purpose of use:
Format Obtain overview
Discussion Look up facts

Reference Identify individuals

Percentage Percentage

Identify relevant

Length: literature
About right Update knowledge
Too long Obtain new

knowledge
Too short
IMPACT

Percentage Reference Percentage

Used to make decision

Applied in my work

Used to give advice

Examined other documents

Consul ted w&;h author(s) or others

Passed document on to colleague(s)

NON-READER EVALUATIONS (N=99)

é

[ Utilic Reasons for not reading:
(N=13)
High Medium Low
Relevance 31% 42% 26% 15 Z Could not readily cbtain a copy
Potential . 31 % Not sufficiently interested
usefulness 19% 42% 38%
31 X Lack of time
8 2 Other
oAy
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(Document 87  continued)

SPECIALISTS' EVALUATIONS (N=3)
QUALITY
Excellent Good Fair Poor Not No
Applicable| Response
Choice of author 3
Selection of 1 2
content/material
Choice of references 3
Inclusion of current 3
material
Accuracy 1 2
Interpretation 2 1
Organization ) 1 1 1
Organization of 1 1 1
references
Format - 1 1 1
Writing 1
UTILITY
| Would you recommend to colleagues? Usefulness for Various Purposes
Yes 3 No
If yes: Very Somewhat Not At No
Purpose of Use Useful Useful All Useful| Response
Obtain overview 2 1
Look up facts 1 2
Identify relevant literature 2 1
Identify individuals or institutions 2 1
Update knowledge 1 2
Obtain new knowledge o 2 1
Obtain practical guidance 1 2
Other:
Need for Document of This Type Overall Usefulness of Document
2 Very great 2 It is a very useful document.
1 Moderately great 1 It is not unusually useful, but
Yot at all great it is worth having available.
Its usefulness 1is too limited
to justify its publication.
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Document No. 88 Library Serials Control Systems: A Literature Review and Biblio-
graphy, Elizabeth Pan, December 1970. (ED 044 538)

NCEC Unit: ribrapy and Information Sciences Clearinghouse

Product Type: Review Level of Effort Index: Medium

Subject Cluster: Educational Administration and Visibility Index: Low
Services

GENERAL FIELD SURVEY (N=132)

FAMILIARITY
17 % Previously Read/Skimmed 9 % Only Heard About/Seen 74 % Not Seen/Read
RECENCY OF READING
® (N= 22)
0 % Within past month 45 % Within past 6 months
23 % Within past 3 months 32 % More than 6 months ago
' COMMENTS ‘

READERS: Instr. Resources Spec: used for my own article. College Prof: wuseful
to faculty teaching automation of libraries.

NON-READERS: Instr. Resources Spec: other priorities. Instr. Resources Spec:
ordered for library servic= program for future research use. Instr. Resources Spec:
higher priority things to da, but will read soon.

1 ¢

SPECIALISTS' SURVEY (N=3)

RECENCY OF READING

(N=1)
Within past month 1 Within past 6 months
Within past 3 months More than 6 months ago ’
Cannot recall
COMMENTS

e Greater detail and documentation of conclusions would have been useful. While
discussions are sketchy, selection of important programs for discussion 1s good.
Lack of clarity caused by failure to provide enough information. Since publicaticn
of Bosseau's 1971 Review, has considerably less value, but will continue to be
useful, especially if used in conjunction with that review.

e All obvious references are here...some unclassified company ‘technical reports
missing as a class. USOE gets its money's worth with this report.

o~ .
e Only weakness is the main characteristic of the literature on this subject:
it can't keep up.

o
<2
a
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(Document 88 continued)

READER EVALUATIONS (N=22)

QUALITY UTILITY
Reference Reference
Mean Mean Mean Mean
Coverage 2.64 (2.50) Relevance 2.50 (2.72)
Up-to-dateness - 2.86 (2.8L) Need 2.64 (2.33)
Organization 2.45 (2.31) Comparative usefulness 2.23 (2.58)
Writing 2.45 @_.5_1.) Purpose of use:
Format 2.68 (2.12) Obtain overview 2.64 (2.63)
Discussion 2.73 (2.32) Look up facts 2.14 (2.20)
Reference Identify individuals 2:14 (2.13)
| S Pefcensage _lf_e_x_‘ggnt'age Ideatify relevant 241 - (2.36)
Length: literature - _
About right  86% (82%) Update knowledge 2.55  (2.47)
Too long 5% (_4%) Obtain new 2.18  (2.14)
Too short _S4 (10%) knowledge
IMPACT
Percentage Reference Percentage
Used to make decision 23% (19%)
Applied in my work 36% (69%)
Used to give advice 41% (427%)
Examined other documents 27% (32%)
Consulted with zuthor(s) or others \\}ﬁz (_8%
Passed document on to colleague(s) 45% (467
NONfREADER EVALUATIONS (N= 98)
Ueilicy Reasons for not reading:
(N= 12)
High Medium Low
Relevance 33% 38% 29% 17 % Could not readily obtain a copy
Poszzgiiiess 18% 43% 38 42 £ Not sufficiently interested
: 8§ X Lack of time
33 X Other
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(Document g8 continued)

SPECIALISTS' EVALUATIONS (N=3)
QUALITY
Excellent Good Fair Poor Appl?z;ble Resgane
Choice of author Fa 3
Selection of 2 1
content/material
Choice of references 1 1 1
Inclusion of current 1 1 1
material
Accuracy 3
Iﬁterpretation 1 2
Organization 1
Organization of ) 2 1
references
Format : {1
Writing )
UTILITY
Weuld you recommend to colleagues? Usefulness for Various Purposes
Yes 3 No
If yes: Very Somewhat Not At No
Purpose of Use Useful Useful All Useful]| Response
Obtain overview 2 1
Look up facts 1
Identify relevant literature 3
Identify individuals or institutions 1 -2
Update knowledge 1
Obtain new knowledge 2 1
Obtain practical guidance 2 1
Other: Learn 1969 state-of-art 1
Briefing students 1

Need for Document of This Type

3 Very great
Moderately great
Not at all great

Overall Usefulness of Document

3 It is a very useful document.

It is not unusually useful, but
it 4is worth having available.

Its usefulness is too limited
to justify its publication.
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Document No.89 Research on Reading: Word Lists, ERIC/CRIER Reading Review Series,
Bibliography 18, Mary K. Dunn & James L. Laffey, Sept. 1969.
(ED 030 778)

~

NCEC Unit: Reading Clearinghouse ”
Product Type: Bibliography Level of Effort Index: Low

Subject Cluster: Instructional Content Visibility Index: Low

GENERAL FIELD SURVEY (N=110)

FAMILIARITY
17 % Previously Read/Skimmed 19 % Only Heard About/Seen 64 % Not Seen/Read

RECENCY OF READING
21 % Within past month 37 % within past 6 months

5 % Within past 3 months 37 % More than 6 months ago
COMMENTS

_READERS: - College Prof: build into up-dating service of some sort...add -an index
which classifies abstracts topically or by keywords. Prog. Spec. needs constant
updating. College Prof: mno index--had to look for specific material by reading

from cover to cover. Principal: had no real reason to use it...read to fill in

my own background and because was interested.

SPECIALISTS' SURVEY (N=2)

RECENCY OF READING

(N=1) —
Within past month Within past 6 months
Within past 3 months 1  More than 6 months ago
Cannot recall
COMMENTS

e Generally feel introduction in this and earlier ERIC/CRIER bibliographies to be
weak. Additional categories could facilitate use of the reference (other than
division by date of publication alone). Inclusion of certain topics (articles)

seemingly only tangentially related to Word Lists should be gathered under sub-
headings.

e In general a very good compilation. However, needs 1) up-dating; 2) inclusion of
some important studies that were omitted (Computational Analysis of Present Day
American English by Kucera and Francis, Brown University Press, 1967); and 3) more
complete descriptions of some studies cited.

A

ah
¢
W
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(Document 89 continued)

READER EVALUATIONS (N= 19)

QUALITY
Reference
Mean Reference Mean Percentage Percentage
Coverage 2.58 (2.49) No. of references: '
Up-to~dateness 2.79 (2.78) About right 14% (81%)
Organization 2.11 (2.23) Too many _5% (_4%)
Format 2.84 (2.72) Too few 16% (112) -
Textual material 2.42 QZ;&Z)
UTILITY
Mean Reference Mean
Relevance 2.79 | Q.77 ]
Need \ 2.32 (2.39)
Comparative'usefginess 2.74 (2.70) Réference
Purpose of use: Percentage Percentage
To identify documents on particular topics 79% . (73%)
To identify documents on particular projects | 26% (41%)
To identify documents by particular individuals 212 (13%)
To identify doduments from particular institutions _5Z (11%)
To perform comprehensive search of literature 58% (55%)
To see kinds of new woik being repo}ted 14% (67%)
IMPACT
Were cited documents examined? Yes _15 (792) Was content of cited
document(s) as expected
from bibliographic
reference? Yes 68 Z No .32 X

NON-READER EVALUATIONS (N= 70)

Utility
High Meaium Low

Relevance 39% 39% 232

Potential
usefulness 217 43% _36%

Reasons for not reading:
(N= 21)

33 X Could not readily obtain a copy
24 Z Not sufficiently interested

0 % Lack of time

33 X Other
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SPECIALISTS' EVALUATIONS (N=2)

uaLrTY

(Document 89 continued)

Excellent

Good

Fair

Poor

Not
Applicable

No
Response

Choice of author 1

Selection of
content/material

Choice of references 1

Inclusion of current
material

Accuracy

Interpretation

Organization 1

Organization of
references

Format

Writing

UTILITY

Would you recommend to colleagues?

Yes 2 No
If yes:

s et

Purpose of Use

Usefulness for Various Purposes

Very
Useful

Somewhat
Useful

Not At.
All Useful

No
Response

Obtain overview

2

Look up facts

Identify relevant literature

Identify individuals or institutions

Update knowledge

Obtain new knowledge

Obtain practical guidance

SRR RS

Other:

Need for Document of This Type

Very great
2 Moderately great
Not at all great

P

Overall Usefulness of Document

_z

It 1s a very useful document.

It is not unusually useful, but
it is worth having available.

_ Its usefulness is too limited
tc justify its publication.
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Document No. 90 Research on Elementary Reading: Interest and Tastes, ERIC/CRIER
Reading Series, Bibliography 29, Chloe Anne Miller (Comp.),
August 1970. (ED 042 593)

NCEC Unit: Reading Clearinghouse
Product Type: Bibliography Level of Effort Index: High
Subject Cluster: Justructional Content Visibility Index: Low

GENERAL FIELD SURVEY (N=118)

FAMILIARITY
11_% Previously Read/Skimmed 22 % Only Heard About/Seen 67 % Not Seen/Read
RECENCY OF READING

(N=13)
15 % Within past month 31 % within past 6 months
0 % Within past 3 months 54 % More than 6 months ago
COMMENTS

READERS: (College Prof: 1Index system is poor.

NON-READERS: d%llege Prof: was not aware of service at the time.

SPECIALISTS' SURVEY (Na=3)

RECENCY OF READING

(N=0)
Within past month Within past 6 months
Within past 3 months . More than 6 months ago
Cannot recall
COMMENTS

e Represents improvement over earlier compilations with addition of subject sub-
divisions; conciseness of information on ordering documents; author index; omission
of ERIC/CRIER classification numbers; and clearer introduction.

e Material seems well done.

e Interpretation poor, but this is true of most of this type of "stuff"...too bad,
interpretation would aid the field if adequately done. If a person or a faculty
member were employed by a publishing company, they might find this useful in
preparing in-house documents.
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(Document 9V  continued)

READER EVALUATIONS (N=

QUALITY

Mean Reference Mean

Coverage

Up-to-dateness

Organization

Format

Textual material

Reference
Percentage Percentage

No. of references:

About right

Too many

Too few

Purpose
To
To
To
To
To
To

UTILITY

Relevance
Need

Comparative usefulness

of use:

Mean Reference Mean

Reference
Percentage Percentage

identify documents on particular topics

identify documents on particalar projects

identify documents by particular individuals +

identify documents from particular institutions

perform comprehensive search of literature

see kinds of new work being reported

IMPACT

Were cited documents examiged? Yes

Was content of cited

document(s) as expected

from bibliographic

reference? Yes 2 No )4

————— | eeestm—

NON-READER EVALUATIONS (N=79)

Utility

High Medium Low

-

Reasons for not reading:
(N=26)

Relevance 51% 442 5% 31 % Could not readily obtain a copy
Po;i:;iiiess 41% 38% 20% 23 % Not gufficiently interested
4 R Lack of time
35 % Other
o0
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(Document 90 continued)

SPECIALISTS' EVALUATIONS (N=1)

QUALITY
Excellent | Good Fair Poor Not No
Applicable{ Response
Choice of author 1 1 1
Selection of i ;
. content/material
Choice of references 1 1 1
Inclusion of current 1 1 1
material
Accuracy 2 1
Interpretation 1 2
Organization 2 1 ’
Organization of 1 1 1
references -
Format 3
Writing 2 1
. UTILITY
—
Would you recommend to colleagues® Usefulness for Various Purposes
Yes 2 No 1
If yes: Very Somévhat Not At No
Purpose of Use Useful Useful All Useful Response
Obtain ovevview 2
Look up facts 1 1
Identify relevant literature 2° ]
Identify individuals or institutions 1 1
Update knowledge 1 1
Obtain new knowledge 1 1
Obtain practical guidance 1 1
Other:
Need for Document of This Type Overall Usefulness of Document
1 Very great 4+ It is a very useful document.
1 Modevately great __jSL_It is not unusually useful, but
1 Not ot all great it is worth having available.
1 Its usefulness is too limited
to justily its publication.




Document No. 91  Accountability zud Terformance Contracting, William E. Blanton,
November 1970.

NCEC Unit: Reading Clearinghouse

Product Type: Bibliography Level of Effort Index: i.w

Sulject Cluster: Educational Administration ard Visibility Index: Low
Services

GENERAL FIELD SURVEY (N=73)

FAMILIARITY
7 % rreviousi; Read/Skimmed 26 % Only Heard About/Seen 67 7% Not Seen/Read
RECENCY OF READING
(N=5)
20 % Within past month 40 % Within past 6 months
20 % Within past 3 months 20 % More than 6 months ago
COMMENTS

READERS: College Prof: wuse annotations and subheadings.

-

NON-READERS: College Prof: could nct find a copy. College Admin
need for more informatior on this topic.

didn't have

SPECIALISTS' SURVEY (N=3)

RECENCY OF READING

(N=1)
_ Within past month Within past 6 months
1 within past 3 months _More than 6 months ago
_ Cannot recall
COMMENTS

e As of date of preparation, this was adequate for articles on this toplc,
narrowly conceived.

e Interpretation biggest weakness. Some interpretation would have made it more
helpful.

¢ What was criterion for accepting/rejecting item in bib.? ALl included
"accountability," "performance contracting,” or Texarkana" in title. Suggest:
1) up-date; 2) annotate briefly; 3) fill in gaps; and 4) specifv relevance to
particular area.

o - -
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(Document 91 continued)

READER EVALUATIONS (N=
QUALITY
Reference
Mean Reference Mean Percentage  Percentage
Coverage No. of references:
Up-to-dateness About right
Crganization Too many
' Format Too few
! Textual materiasl
UTILITY
Mean Reference Mean
Relevance
Need
Comparative usefulness Reference
Purpose of use: Percentage Percentage
To identify documents on particular topics
To identify documents on particular projects
To identify documents by particular individuals
To identify documents from particular institutions
Tc perform comprehensive search of literature
To see kinds of new work being reported
IMPACT
Were cited documents examined? Yes Was content of cited
document(s) ac expected
from bibliographic
reference? Yes % No %
.
NON-READER EVALUATIONS (Nes49) -
Utility Reasons for not reading:
(N= 19)
High Medium Low
Relevance 57% 35% _8Z __ 37 % Could not readily obtain a copy
Potential 45% 43% 8% 37 % Not sufiiciently interested
usefulness - — 0 X Lack of tine
21 X Other
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SPECIALISTS' EVALUATIONS (N=3)

QUALITY

(Document 91

continued)

Excellent

Good

Fair

Poor

Not
Applicable

No
Response

Choice of author

1

Selection of
content/material

2

Choice of references 1

Inclusion of current
material

Accuracy

i

Interpretation

Organization

o o

Organization of
references

Format 1

Writing

UTILITY

Would you recommend to colleagues?

Yes 3 No
If yes:

Purpose of Use

Usefulness for Various Purposes

Very
Useful

Somewhat
Useful

All Useful

Not At

No
Response

Obtain overview

1

Look up facts

1

Identify relevant literature

Identify individuals or institutions

Update knowledge

Obtain new Enowledge

Obtain practical guidance

(T IR LSRN I SR Bl el B

Other:

Need for Document of This Type

2 Very great
1 “Moderately great

Not at all gresat

Overall Usefulness of Document

B ——

_3

It is a very useful &ngment.

It is not unusually uséﬁul, but
it is worth having available.

Its usefulness is too limited
to justify its publication.
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¢
Document No. 92 Guide to Materials for Reading Instruction, Supplement 1, Wayne
E. Berridge and Larry Harris, Sept. 1969. (ED 032 452)

NCEC Unit: Reading Clearinghouse
Product Type: Practical Guidance Paper Level of Effort Index: Medium

Subject Cluster: Instructional Content Visibility Index: Low

GENERAL FIELD SURVEY (N=195)

FAMILIARITY
13 % Previously Read/Skimmed 12 % Only Heard About/Seen 75 % Not Seen/Read
RECENCY OF READING

(N=25)
16 % Within past month 32 % Within past 6 months -~
16 % Within past 3 months 36 % More than 6 months ago
COMMENTS

READERS: College Prof: was very useful for college students. Elem. Teacher: used
to place children in a variety of reading materials...quick reference for me. College
Prof: a good document of this type is essential...this document was incomplete,,

both in number of entries and in information concerning each entry.

SPECIALISTS' SURVEY (N=3)
: RECENCY OF READING

(N=1)
Within past month Within past 6 months
Within past 3 months 1 More than 6 months ago
Cannot recall
COMMENTS

e No interpretations (a definite weakness), but descriptive only. Better organized
than later edition (May, 1971). Not too much to recommend it except there is little
of this type of document available...good only for limited reference, but might

have been more useful if done better. /

e Potential of this type document great. Eventually, computer storage and
retrieval should be able to alleviate its major weakness (lack of organization).
Classification system needs tightening and refining so as to be generally acceptable
to a broad specialist/non-specialist audience. Question way in which decisiaons

for categories were made.

e Publication would have been more useful if organized around types of content
rather than by publisher. Publication of this type becomes dated too gquickly.
Amount of information given too brief to be of much help.
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(Document 92  continued)

READER EVALUATIONS (N=25)
QUALITY UTILITY
Reference Reference
Mean Mean Mean Mean
Coverage 2.40 (2.43) Relevance 2.64 (2.67)
Up~-to-dateness 2.68 (2.77) Need 2.24 (3;9_5.)
Organization 2.36 2.33) Comparative usefulness 2_'3_2._ (2.52)
Writing 2.60 (2.33) Purpose of use:
Format 2.580 (2.74) Obtain overview 2.24 (2.54)
Discussion 1.96 (2.30) Look up, facts 2.60 (2,24)
Reference Identify individuals 2.08 (2.12)
Percentage Percentage Identify relevant 2.12 (2.26)
Length: literature
About right 92% (83%) . Update knowledge 2:36 (2.41)
Too long _02 (_4%) Obtain new 2.16 (2.18)
Too short _8% (_8%) knowledge
IMPACT |
Percentage Reference Percentage
Used to make decision 32% (23%)
Applied in my work 12% (65%)
Used to give advice 48% (43%)
Examined other documents 16% (277%)
Consulted with author(s) or others _0% (_‘_f_’?_%)
Passed document on to colleague(s) 247 (507%)
NON-READER EVALUATIONS (N=147)
Utility Reasons for not reading:
High Medlum Low (8 23)
Relevance 627% 24% 13% ___43 % Could not readily obtain a copy
Potential 53% 29 17% ___17.% Not sufficiently interested
usefulness  — - - 0% Lack of time
___22 % Other
2.8

318



- (Document 92 continued)
SPECIALISTS' EVALUATIONS (N=3)

QUALITY
Not No
' Excellent Good Fair Poor Applicable| Response
Choice of author 1 1 1
Selection of 1 1 1
content/material
Choice of references 1 2
Inclusion of current 9 ‘ 1
material
Accuracy 1 1 1
Interpretation’ 3
Organization 2 1
Organization of - 2 1
references
Format 2 1
Writing 2 1
UTILITY
Would you recommend to colleagues? Usefulness foxr Various Purposes
Yes 2 No 1
If yes: Very Somewhat Not At No
Purpose of Use Useful Useful All Useful Response
Obtain overview 2
Look up facts 2
Identify relevant literature
Identify individuals or institutions
Update knowledge 1 1
Obtain naw knowledge 2
Obtain practical guidance 2
Other: Limited reference only 1
Up-to-daté& resource 1
Need for Document of This Type Qverall Usefulness of Document
1 Very great It is a very useful document.
1 Moderately great 2 It is not unusually useful, but
1 Yot at all great 1 it is worth having available.
Its usefulness is tao limited
to justify its publication.
Lot




Document No. 93 Reading: What Can Be Measured? Roger Farr, 1969. (ED 033 258)

NCEC Unit: Reading Clearinghouse
Product Type: Review Level of Effort Index: High

Subject Cluster: Instructional Content Visibility Index: High

GENERAL FIELD SURVEY (N=177)

FAMILIARITY
23 % Previously Read/Skimmed 15 % Only Heard About/Seen 62 % Not Seen/Read
RECENCY OF READING

(N=41)
27 % Within past month 29 % Within past 6 months
| 15 % Within past 3 months 29 % More than 6 months ago
: ‘ COMMENTS

READERS: College Admin: improved my knowledge of this aspect of the reading area.
Reading Spec: brought together widely scattered information. Researcher: assisted

with accountab®lity of reading clinic, center, services. College Prof: It's
restricted to only those publishers who sent in materials...haven't been able to lo-
cate materials in it that the last four inquiries have requested, so perhaps not
being listed is significant? Reading Spec: must be updated periodically...aided
staff in making choice of tests/testing procedures for students participating in
reading centers in county. College Prof: lacked an index...otherwise excellent...
probably the most useful in the field. College Prof: research reviews on topics

of this kind are essential if changes in instruction are to take place. College Prof:
obtained this document from IRA, not ERIC. NON-READERS: Other Admin: have copy in
our library, will use as need arises. Researcher: just saw the reference last wveek.

SPECIALISTS' SURVEY (N=2)

RECENCY OF READING

(N=2)
Within past month Within past 6 months
Within past 3 months 2 More than 6 months ago
Cannot recall
COMMENTS

e Writer expressed himself clearly, but factual accuracy only fairly good and
experimental findings and conclusions to be drawn from them only fair. However,
it is probably the best overview of the topic available.

e In most cases, lays out research background and arguments nicely and proceeds
logically to conclusions and recommendations. Well done for most part...first
chapter wandered a tit. Very easy to follow thoughts and arguments.
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(Document 93 continued)

READER EVALUATIONS (n= 41)
QUALITY UTILITY
Reference Reference
Mean Mean Mean Mean
Coverage 2.63 (2.50) Relevance 2.90 (2.72)
Up-to~-dateness  2.90 (2.81) Need 2.68 (2.33)
Organization 2.34 (2.31) Comparative usefulness 2.71 (2.58)
Writing 2.37 (2.51) Purpose of use:
Format 2.73 (2.72) Obtain overview 2.76 (2.63)
Discussion 2.37 (2.32) Look up facts 2.31 (2.20)
Reference Identify individuals 2.00 (2.13)
Percentage Percentage Identify relevant 2,37 (2.36)
Length: literature -
About right  88% ©2%) Update knowledge 2.56  (2.47)
Too long 10% (&%) Obtain new 2.12 (2.14)
Too short 2% (10%) ‘ knowledge T
IMPACT |
Percentage Reference Percentage
Used to make decision 37% (19%)
Applied in my work I13% (69%)
Used to give advice ' 66% (42%)
Examined other documents 37% (322)
Consulted with author(s) or others 10% (_82%)
Passed document on to colleague(s) 66% (46%_
NON-READER EVALUATIONS (N=110)
Utility | Reasons for not reading:
(N= 26)
High Medium Low
Relevance 68% 22% 10% _42 % Could .not readily obtain a copy
Potential 59% 27% 132 23 % Not sufficiently interested
usefulness — - - 4 % Lack of time
_15 X Other
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(Document 93 contdinued)
SPECIALISTS' EVALUATIONS (N=2)
QUALITY
Not No
Excellent Good Fair Poor Applicable| Response

Choice of author 1 1
Selection of 1 1

content/material
Choice of references 1 1 _
Inclusion of current

1 1

material
Accuracy 1 1
Interpretation 1 1
Organization 2
Organization of

1 1

references
Format 1 1
Writing 2

UTILITY
"
Would you recommend to colleagues? Usefulness for Various Purposes
Yes 2 No
1t yes: Very Somewha t Not At No
Purpose of Use Useful Useful All Useful] Response

Obtain overview 2
Look up facts . 1 1
Identify relevant literature 1 1
Identify individuals or institutions 1 1
Update knowledge ) 2
Obtain new knowledge 2
Obtain practical guidance 1 1
Other:

Need for Document of This Type

1l Very great
1 Moderately great

Not at ail great

Overall Usefulness of Document

1
1

It is a very useful document.

It is not unusuvally useful, but
it 1s worth having available.

I1ts usefulness is too limited
to justify its publication.

252
W

322



Document No. 84 Annotated Bibliographv and Descriptive Summary of Dissertations
and Theses on Rurality and Small Schools, David R. & Tanya S.
Kniefel, May 1970. (ED 039 962)

NCEC Unit: BRural Education and Small Schools Clearinghouse

Product Type: Bibliography Level of Effort Index: Medium
Subject Cluster: Special and Other Educational Visibility Index: Low
Groups

GENERAL FIELD SURVEY (N=67)

FAMILIARITY
21 % Previously Read/Skimmed 12 % Only Heard About/Seen 67 % Not Seen/Read

RECENCY OF READING
(N=14)
7 % Within past month 29 7% Within past 6 months

36 % Within past 3 months 29 % More than 6 months ago
COMMENTS

READERS: Prog. Spec: could have been even more useful if all studies would have
included specific findings.

NON-READERS: Researcher: I already knew the findings reported.

SPECIALISTS' SURVEY (N=2)

RECENCY OF READING

(N=0)
Within past month Within past 6 months
Within past 3 months More than 6 months ago
Cannot recall
COMMENTS

e Valuable reference. Impressive; well structured. Useful and helpful document.
Must be updated from time to time.
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(Document 94 continued)

READER EVALUATIONS (N= 14)
QUALITY
Reference
Mean Reference Mean Percentage Percentage
Coverage 2.36 (g;ggj’ No. of references:
Up-to-dateness 2.79 (2.78) About right 93% (81%)
Organization 2.14 (2.23) Too many :iz (qu)
Format 2.79 (2.72) Too few 0% éII&)
Textual material 2.50 (2.47) T
UTILITY
Mean Reference Mean
Relevance 2.37 (2.77)
Need 2.29 (2.39
Comparative usefulness 2.50 (2.70) Reference £
Purpose of use: Percentage Percentage
To identify documents on particular topics 797 (73%)
To identify documents on particular projects 507% (417%)
To identify documeunts by particular individuals 0% (L3%)
To identify documents from particular institutions _0Q% (11%)
To perform comprehensive search of literature 367 (55%)
To see kinds of new work being reported 71% (67%)
IMPACT
Were cited documents examined? Yes 8 (57%) Was content of cited
document(s) as expected
from bibliographic
reference? Yes__EZLZ No :EL“;
NON-READER EVALUATIONS (N= 45)
Utility Reasons for not reading:
(N= 8) o
High  Medium Low
Relevance _31% 497 207% 30 X Could not readily obtain a copy
Potential __ 25 % Not sufficiently interested
usefulness _22% 477 314 13 % Lack of time -
_13 % Other

f‘, .= .
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(Document 94

continued)

SPECIALISTS' EVALUATIONS (n=2)
QUALITY
Excellent | Good Fair Poor Mot N
Applicable| Responsv

Choice of author 1 1
Selection of 5

content/material
Choice of references 2
Inclusion of current 1 1

material
Accuracy 2
Interpretation 2
Organization N 2
Organization of 2

references
Format 1 1
Writing 1 1 “

UTILITY
Would you recommend to colleagues? Usefulness for Various Purposes
Yes 2 Ne ‘
It yes: Very Somewhat Not At No
Purpose of Use Useful Useful All Useful Response
Obtain overview 2
Look up facts 1 1
Identify relevant literature 1 1
Identify individuals or institutions 2
Update knowledge 2
Obtain new knowledge 2
2

Obtain practical guidance
Other: 4

Need for Document of Th¥s Type

Very great
2 Moderately great

B

Not at all great

Overall Usefulness of Document

-2

It 1s a very useful document.

It 1s not unusually useful, but
it is worth having available.

Its usefulness is too limited
to justify its publication.
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Document No. 95 American Indian Education: A Selected Bibiiography., Cecilia J.
Martinez & Iames ¥. Heathman, 1969. (FD 030 780)

NCEC Unit: Rural Education and Small Schools Clearinghouse

Product Type: Bibliography Level of Effort Index: Medium

Subiect Cluster: Special and Other Educational Vigibilicy Index: Low
Groups

GENERAL FIELD SURVEY (N=47)

FAMILIARITY
3 % Previcusly Read/Skimmed 2! % Only Heard About/Seen 64 % Not Seeun/Read
RECENCY OF READING

(N:r 6)
17 % Within past month 0 % Within past 6 months
33 % Within past 3 months 20 % More than 6 months ago
COMMENTS

READERS: Unclass: should be updated. Prog. Spec: does not include all of the
current research...tendency to report on work shops, etc., that are informative but
not very vseful as good data...would suggest inclusion of better quality material.

NON-READERS: Prog. Spec: had completed the bibliography when I came across this...
used it to check my own list.

SPECIALISTS' SURVEY (N=2)

RFECENCY OF READING

(N=2)
Within past month ___ Within past 6 months
Within past 3 months 2 More than 6 montns ago
_ Cannot recall
COMMENTS

e Indian committee should have reviewed materials for t:s¢ ulnmess; fail to include
appropriate cultural-behavioral studies. Such work should be prepared by clearing-
house or group specializing in Indian or Indian-Chicano education racher than rural-
small schools group.

e Would support yearly supplements. Contains much source material. Would like
to have information on authors in futnre documents.
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(Document 95 continued)

READER EVALUATIONS (N=
QUALITY
Reference
Mean  Reference Mean Percentage Percentage
Coverage ' No. of references:
Up-to-dateness sbout right
Organization | Too many
Format Too few
Textual material
UTILITY
Mean Reference Mean
Relevance
Need
Comparative usefulness Ref erenc e
Purpose of use: Percentage Percentage
To identify documents on particular topics
To identify documents on particular projects ¥
Tc identify documents by particular individuals
T¢ identify documents from particular institutions
Te perform comprehensive search of literature
To see kinds of new work bbing reported
IMPACT
Weré cited documents examined? Yes was content of cited
document(s) as expectea
from bibliographic
reference? Yes % No %
NON-READER EVALUATIONS (N=30)
Utility Reascus for not reading:
(N=11)
High Medium Low
Relevance 27% 33% 10% ___9 % Could mot readily obtain a copy
Potential 477 379 174 36 Z Not sufficiently interested
usefulness — - - 0 % Lack of time
__36 % Other
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(Document 35 continued)

SPECIALISTS' EVALUATIONS (N=2)

QUALITY
Excellent Good Fair Poor Appl?Z;ble Resgﬁnse
Choice of author 1 1
Selection of 1 1
content/material
Choice of references 1 1
Inclusion of current 1 1
material
Accuracy 1
Interpretation 1
Organization | 1
Organization cf 1 1
references
Format 2
| riting 1 1
UTILITY
Would you recommend to colleagues? Usefulness for Various Purposes
Yes 2 No
It yes: Very Somewhat Not At No
Purpose of Use Useful Useful All Useful Response
Obtain 0ve£§iew 1 1
Look up facts 1 1
Identify relevant literature . 1 1
b—Idengify individuals or institutions 1 1
Jpdate knoéledge 1
Obtain new Funowledge . 1
Obtzin practical gu'idance 1 1
Other: To identify researh 1
Need for Document of This Type Overall Usefulness of Document
1 Very great 1 It is a very useful document.
1 Moderately great 1 It is not unusually useful, but
_ Not at all great it is worth having available.
___ 1ts usefulness is too limited
to justify its publication.
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Document No. 96

Miller, December 1970.

NCEC Unit:

School Gardens & Farms--Aspects of OQutdoor Education, Peggy
(ED 045 249) :

Rural Education and Small Schools Clearinghouse

Product Type: Practical Guidance Paper

Subject Cluster: Instructional Content

*
Level of Effort Index: Medium

Visibility Index: Medium

GENERAL FIELD SURVEY (N=37)

FAMILIARITY

5 % Previously Read/Skimmed

22 % Only Heard About/Seen

RECENCY OF READING

(N=2)
0 7% Within past month

0 % Within past 3 months
COMMENTS

73 % Not Seen/Read
-

10Q % Within past 6 months

Q % More than 6 months ago

et

SPECIALISTS' SURVEY (N=2)

RECENCY OF READING

(N=0)
Within past month '

Within past 3 months

—————

Cannot recalil

COMMENTS

¢ Represents well-structured endeavor.
‘well. Above average in organization.

¢ Contained almost no references--major weakness.

- idealistic concept.

Ignores realism; program lacks feasibility.

Within past 6 months

More than 6 months ago

Author appears to have researched subject
Serves a general purpose.

Lacks facts, presents only an
See little value

for suéh a paper unless based on more realistic concepts.




(Document 96 continued)

READER EVALUATIONS (N=

QUALITY UTILITY
Reference Reference
Mean Mean . Mean Mean
Coverage Relevance
Up-to-dateness ' Need
Organization Comparative usefulness
Writing Purpose of use:
Format Obtain overview
Discussion Look up facts
' Reference Identify individuals

Percentage Percentage

Identify relevant

Length: literature
About right Update knowledge
Too long Obtain new
Too short knowledge

IMPACT

Percentage Reference Percentage

Used to make decision

Applied in my work

Used to give advice

Examined other documen’.s

Consulted with author(s) or others

Passed document on to colleague(s)

NON-READER EVALUATIONS (N=27)

Utility Reasons for not reading:
(N=8)
High Medium Low ‘
Relevance 22% 37% 417 63% Could not readily obtain a copy
Poten;iil 15% 41% 443 ‘ 13% Not sufficiently interested
useluiness 0% Lack of time
13% Other
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(Document 96 continued)

SPECIALISTS' EVALUATIONS (N=2)

QUALITY
Excell Good Fai P Not Yo
cellent © air oor Applicable| Response
Choice of author 1 1
Selection of
1 1
content/material
Choice of references 1 1
Inclusion of current 1 1
material
Accuracy 1 1
Interpretation 1 1
Organization 1 1
Organization of
1 1
references
Format 2
Writing
UTILITY
7
Would you recommend to colleagues? Usefulness for Various Purposes
Yes 1 No 1 _
If yes: Very Somewhat Not At No
Purpose of Use Useful Useful All Useful] Response
Obtain overview 1
Look up facts 1
Identify relevant literature 1
Identify individuals or institutions 1
Update knowledge N 1
Obtain new knowledge 1
Obtain practical guidance 1
Other:
Need for Document of This Type Overall Usefulness of Document
Very great It is a very useful document.
2 Moderately great { 1 It is not unusually useful, but
Not at all great 9 it is worth having available.
1 1Its usefulness 1s too limited
to justify its publicatdion.
Sud
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Document No. 97 Student Activism-An Overview, James E. Heathman, Dec. 1970.
(ED 045 250)

S
NCEC Unit: Rural Education and Small Schools Clearinghouse
Product Type: Practical Guidance Paper Level of Effort Index: Low
Subject Cluster: Educational Administration and Visibility Index: Low
Services

GENERAL FIELD SURVEY (N=47)

FAMILTARITY
9 % Previously Read/Skimmed 13 % Only Heard About/Seen 79 % Not Seen/Read

RECENCY OF READING
(N=4)
25 % Within past month 0 % Within past 6 months

0 % Within past 3 months 75 % More than 6 months ago
COMMENTS

- SPECIALISTS' SURVEY (N=3)

RECENCY OF READING

(N=0)
Within past month _ Within past 6 months
Within past 3 months __More than 6 menths ago
Cannot recall
COMMENTS

e Interesting but not totally inclusive of all student unrest throughout nation

and particularly in Southwest. Informative, factual to extent that it covers subject.
Would have been more inclusive in referring to other ethnic, minority groups such as
Chicanos and other Spanish surnames.

¢ Rather limited in content and informatioa. Not too specific and factual.

e Material 1 1/2 - 2 years old at time of publication. Question relevance of paper
to Appalachian schools. Recommendations and rconclusions not original. Studies on
student activism must be current: maierial in tnis document is not. Not as relevant
to rural schools as to urban and suburban secoadary schodls.
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(Document 97  continued)

READER EVALUATIONS (W=

QUALITY

Coverage
Up-to-dateness
Organization
Writing

Format

Discussion

Percentage

Reference
Mean

Reference
Percentage

Length:
About right
Too leong

Too short

UTILITY

Ref erence
Mean Mean

Relevance

Need

Comparative usefulness

Purpose of use:
Obtain overview
Look up facts
Identify individuals

Identify relevant
literature

Update knowledge

Obtain new
knowledge

-

Used to make decision
Applied in my work

Used to gilve advice
Examined other document

Consulted with author(s

8

) or others

Passed document on to colleague(s)

IMPACT

Percentage Reference Percentage

NON-READER EVALUATIONS

(N=37)

High Medium Low

Utility

Relevance 437
Potential 329
usefulness —

24%  32%

27%.  38%

Reasons for not reading:
(N=6)

17 % Could not readily obtain a copy
67 ¥ Not sufficiently interested
17 X Lack of time
0 X Other




(Document g7 continued)

SPECIALISTS' EVALUATIONS (=3)
QUALITY
Excellent Good Fair Poor Applfzzble Resggnse

Choice of author 1 2 A
Selection of 1 2

content/material
Choice of references 1 Z
Inclusion of current 2 1

material
Accuracy 1 1 1
Interpretation 1 1
Organization 1
Organization of 2 1

references
Format 1 2
Writing 1 2

UTILITY
Would you recommend to colleagues? Usefulness for Various Purposes
Yes 1 No 2
1f yes: Very Somewha t Not At No
Purpose of Use Useful Useful All Useful Response

Obtain overview B 1 i
Look up facts ? 1
Identify relevant literature 1
Identify individuals or institutions 1
Update knowledge - 1
Obtain new knowledge 1
Obtain practical guidance 1
Other:

q-

Need for Document of This Type

Very great
3 Moderately great

PRS-
i e

Not at all great

Overall Usefulness of Document

It is a very useful document.

1 It is not unusually useful, but
it is worth having available.

2 Its usefulness is too limited
to justify its publication.
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Document No. 98 A Synthesis of Current Research in Migrant Education, James O.
Schnur, May 1970. (ED 039 049)

NCEC Unit: Rural Education and Smsll Schools Clearinghouse

*
Product Type: Review Level of Effort Index: Medium
Subject Cluster: Special and Other Educational Visibility Index: Medium
Groups

GENERAL FIELD SURVEY (N=53)
FAMILIARITY

23 % "-eviously Read/Skimmed 15 % Only Heard About/Seen 62 % Not Seen/Read
RECENCY OF READING

TTRY)
17 % Within past month __33 % Within past 6 months
0 % Within past 3 months 30 % More than 6 months ago
COMMENTS

READERS: Researcher: pointed out need for keeping certain documents updated.
Instr. Resources Spec: has been useful to two different units and several persons.
Sec. Teacher: as a source for thesis in educational administration, it was excep-

tionally valuable.

SPECIALISTS' SURVEY (N=2)

RECENCY OF READING

(N=0)
Within past month Within past 6 months
Within past 3 months More than 6 months ago
Cannot recall
COMMENTS

¢ Best reference (Monterey Co. Office of Ed. Migrant E-. Workbook) omi.ta2d--others
excellent. Content/naterial selection from best source- available. Accurate,
factual. Needs one or two pages of facts or statistics.




(Document 98 continued)

READER EVALUATIONS (N=12)
— - -5
UALITY UTILITY !
Reference Reference
Mean Mean Mean Mean
Coverage 2.42 (2.50) Relevance 2,83 (2.72)
Up-to-dateness 2.67 (2.81) Need 2.20 (2.33)
Organization 2.08 (2.31) Comparative usefulness 2:38 (2.0%°
Writing 2.58 (2.51) Purpose of use:
Format 2.67 (2.72) Obtain overview 2.30 (2.63)
Discussion 2.25 (2.32) Look up facts 2.42  (2.20)
, Reference Identify individuals 2.08 (2.13)
Percentage Percentage Identify relevant 5 25 (2.36)
‘Length: literature
About right  83% (82%) Update knowledge 2.17 (2.4D)
Tooc long _0% (_4%) Obtain new .2.00 (2.14)
Too short _0% (102 knowledge
IMPACT
Percentage Reference Percentage
Used to make decision 25% (19%)
Applied in my work 87% (69%)
Used to give advice A2% (427%)
Examined other documents 25% (320
Consulted with author(s) or others 17% (_82
Passeu document on to colleague(s) 28% (452
NON-READER EVALUATIONS (N=33)
Utility Reasons for not reading:
High Medium Low (8=8)
Relevance 36% 42% 18% 13 % Could not readily obtain a copy
Potential 30% 39 27% 50 % Not sufficiencly interested
usefulness = — - 13 % Lack of time
25 % Other
cooo
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(Document 98  continued)

SPECIALISTS' EVALUATIONS (N=2)
QUALITY
Not No
Excellent Good Fair Poor Applicable| Response

Choice of author 1 1
Selection of 2

coutent/material
Choice of references 2
Inclusion of current 2

matevial
Accuracy 2
Interpretation 2

by .

Organization 2
Organization of 1 1

references
Format 1 1
Writing 2

UTILITY
?

Would you recommend to colleagues: Usefulness for Various Purposes

" Yes 2 No i
If yes: Very Somewhat Not At No

Purpose of Use Useful Useful All Useful Response

Obtain overview 2
Look up facts 2
Identify relevant literature 1 1
Identify individuals or institutions 2
Update knowledge 2
Obtain new knowledge 2
Obtain practical guidance 2
Other:

Need for Doctment of Thi- Type Overall Usefulness of Document
1 Very great 2 Tt is a very useful document.
1 Moderately great It is not unusually useful, but
Not at all great it is worth having availatle.
its usefulness 1is too limited
to justify its publication.
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Aacgmert Nao 00 Fducation Tonevietions in Rural derica, Alfred P. Wilson,
 December 1370.  (ED 045 241)

NCFO Unft:  Rura! Flucation and Small Schools Clearinghous-

Prodoct Tyvpe:  Roview l.evel of Effort mdexv: _M‘edi}}f?

Subfect Cluster: <$pecial and Orther Educational  Visibility iadex: v2dium
Groups

GENERAL FIELD SURVEY (N 79)

FAMILIARITY
15 % Previously Read/Skimmed 25 % Only Heard About/Seen 29 7 Not Seen/Read
RECENCY OF READING
(N= 12)
2 7 Within past month 25 % Within past 6 months
)% Within pest 3 wonths €7 % More than 6 months ago
COMMENTS

READEKS: Researcher: perhaps need a document like this with project directors of
rural projects as authors of chapters--updatad every other year. Vocational Educator:
is a very great need vo develop synthesis of research on rural education and small
schovls. Coliege Prof: good basic and general summary...used as discussion starter
at 2o:.fercnce.

NON-READERS: Researcher: passed on to colleague. Researcher: was not knowladgeable
in procedures to secure it. Unclass: published after we closed a related research
project.

SPECIALISTS' SURVEY (N=3! .
RECENCY OF READING
(N=Q)
___ Within past month Within past 6 months

Withiv past 3 months ~More than 6 months ago

Cannot recall

. COMMENTS

e Informative and enlightening. Good job of compiling informarion needed.
Enjoyed all aspecte.

e Verv well organized; subject well covered.

s Author did excellent job of pin-pointing problems and possible solutions.
On-the-scene reports especially good.-
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{Document 90 centinued)

READER EVALUATIONS (N=12)

QUALITY UTILITY
Reference Reterence
fean Mean * Mean Mean
Coverage 2.33 Z.50) Pelevance 2.58 (2.72)
Up-to-dateness 2.75 (2.81) Need 2.33 (2.33)
Organization 2.17 (£.31) Comparative usefulness 2.67 (2.38)
Writing 2.33 (2.51) Purpose of use:
Format 2.42 r2.72) Obtain overview 2.50 (2.63)
Discussion 2.00 (2:32) Look up facts 2.00 (2.20)
Reference Identify individuals 1.83  (2.13)
Percentage  Percentage
, Identify relevant 2.00 {(2.36)
Length: ' literature
About righ: g7¢ (82%) Update knowledge 2.42 (2.47)
Too long 0% ( 4%) Obtain new 2.00 (2.14)
- N knowledge
Too short 17% (10%)
IMPACT
Percentage Reference Percentage
Used to make decision 0% (19%)
Applied in my work o 75% (69%)
Used to give advice 429 (42%)
Examined other documents 25% (327%)
Consulted with author{s) or others 17% (8%
Passed document on to colleague(s) 25% (46%)
NON-READER EVALUATIONS (N=47) -
Utility “\Reasons for not reading:
(N=20)
High Medium Low
Relevance 40% 432 17% __40 % Cuuld not readily obtain a copy
Poﬁz:;iiiess 32% 47% 21% 15 2 Not sufiiciently interested
__10 X Lack of time
__30 % Other
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s S S

(Document 4y ;untinued)

SPECIALISTS' EVALUATIONS  (N=3)
QUALITY
Fxcellent | Good Fair Po Not N
RE en © att Feo Applicable| Response
choice of author 2 1 .
Selectior of
1 2

contet /material
Choice of references 3
Inclusion of current 2 i

material
Accuracy ‘ 2 1
Interpretation 1 2
Organization 3
Organization of

1 2

references ]
Format 2 i
Writing 3 i j

UTILITY
J t 1 ?
Would you recommend to colleagues Usefulness for Various Purposes
Yes 3 No
If yes: Very Somewhat Not At No
Purpose of Use Useful Useful All Useful| Response

Obtain overview 3
Look up facts 1 1 1
Identify relevant literature 1 2
Identify individuals or institutions 3
Update kncwledge 2 1
Obtain new knowledge 2 1
Obtain practical guidance . 3
Other:

Need for Document of This Type

2  Very great
1 Moderately great
Not at all great

e ——————

3

Overall Usefulness of Document

It is not unusually useful, but
it is worth having availsble.

Its usefulness is too limited
to justify its pudblication.

It 1s a very useful document.
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Document No. 100 The Educational Disadvantage of the Indian American Student,
L. Madison Coombs, July 1970. (ED 040 815)

NCEC Unit: Rural Education and Small Schools Clearinghouse

Product Type: Review Level of Effort Index: Medium

Subject Cluscter: Special and Other Educational Visibility Index: Low
Groups '

GENERAL FIELD SURVEY (N= 48)

FAMILIARITY
17 % Previously Read/Skimmed 10 2 Only Heard Ahcvt/Seen 73 % Not Seen/Read

RECENCY OF READING
(N=©)
25 % Within past month 13 % Within past 6 months

13 ¥ Within past 3 months 50 % More than 6 months ago
COMMENTS :

READERS: Prog. Spec: useful in getting a view of what the Bureau of Indian Affairs
considered to be relevant to Indian education since the author was a long time B3TA
employee. Unclass: a secondary need is an attempt to interest Kansas Extension
personnel in the area because the state largely ignores the disadvantaged Indianms.

SPECIALISTS' SURVEY (N=2)

RECENCY OF READING

. (N=0)

Within past month Within past 6 months

Within past 3 months _ More than 6 months ago

e Useful but gaps in area of what has been going on in Indian community. Indian
ad. isory committee would have helped author. Better published by agency focusing
on indian education. Too little critical amalysis. Failed to deal with Indian
originated literature. Cited only one Indian publication. Sometimes discussed

research or publications pure garbage. Ignores Indian efforts, over many years, tc
reform Indian education.
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. (Document 100 continued)

L4

READER EVALUATIONS (x~

UALITY UTILITY
Reference | . Reterence
Mean Mean Mean Mean
Coverage Relevance
Up-to-dateness Need
Organization Comparative usefulness
Writing - Purpose of use:
I 'Vyﬁbrmat Obtain overview

Discussion Look up facts

Reference Identify individuals

Percentage Percentage

Identify relevant

Length: literature
About right Update knowledge
Too long Obtain new
Too short knowledge

IMPACT

Percentage Reference Percentage

Used to make decision

Applied in my work

Used to give advice

Examined other documents

Consulted with author(s) or others

Passed document on to colleague(s)

NON-READER EVALUATIONS (n=35)

. Ueility Reasons for not reading:
‘ (N=5)
High - Medium Low
Relevance 77% 23% _0% 40 % Could not readily obtain a copy
' Poten;iil 60% 31% 9% 40 % Not sufficiently interested
useiuiness  — 20 % Lack of time
0 % other
204
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SPECIALISTS' EVALUATIONS  (N=0)

QUALITY

(Document 100 continued)

Excellent

Good

Fair

Poor

Not

No
Rcs;unlsu

Applicable

Choice of author

3

Selection of
content/material

-4

Choice of references

3

Inclusion of current
material

[ ]

Accuracy 1

Interpretation 1

Organization

Organization of
references

Format 1

Writing

UTILITY

Would you recommend to colleagues?

Yes 2 No
1If yes:

Purpose of Use

Usefulness for Various Purposes

Very
Useful

Somewhat
Useful

Not At
All Useful

No
Response

Obtain overview

1

1

Look up facts .

1

Identify relevant literature

Identify individuals or institutions

Update knowledge

Obtain new knowledge

Lan B W ST R U O o8

Obtain practical guidance

Other: .

Need for Document of This Type

1 Very gresat
1 Moderately great
Not at all great

e ——————

QOverall Usefulness of Document

_2

It 18 a very useful document.

It is not unusually 'useful, but
it is worth having available.

Its usefulness is too limited
to justify its publication.
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Document No. 101 Teacher Bducation, Sciciy Bducaticn Informetion Report, Svoerl
Bybliography Series 22, July 1969. (ED 032 441)

NCEC Unit: Science and Mathematic: Fducatien Clearinghbouse
Product Type: Bibliography Level of Effort Index: low
Subject Cluster: Instructional Content Visitilityv Index: Medium

GENERAL FIELD SURVEY (N=66)

, rAMILIARITY
_ 27 % Previously Read/Skimmed 28 % Only Heard About/Seen 44 % Not Seen/Read
RECENCY OF READING
(N=18)
11 % Within past month 44 7 Within past 6 months
11 ¥ Within past 3 months . 33 % More than 6 months ugo
COMMENTS

READERS: College Prof: need to distinguish research publications {rom expesitory
articles. Sec. Teacher: an excellent resource and its continuance is encouraged.

SPECIALISTS' SURVEY (N=3)

RECENCY OF READING

(N=1)
Within past month 1 Within past 6 months
Within past 3 months ) More than 6 months ago
Cannot recaill
COMMENTS

e Formidable format...many Tiftle III ESEA proposal writers should, but would not
bother with it.

e Bibliography series useful to science education researchers and classroom teachers
if they will use it.
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(Document 101 canrinued)

READER EVALUATIONS (N=18)

UALITY
Reterence
Mean  Reference Mean Percentage Percentage
coverdge 2. 44 2.49) No. of references:
Up-to-dateness 2.67 (2.78) About right E;~ (oi%y
Organization /.17 (2.23) Too many b (49
Format 2.56 (2.72) Too few 11% (1)
Textual material 2.33% (2.47)
UTILITY
Mean Reference Mean
Relevance 2.83 (2.77)
Need .39 (2.39)
Comparative usefulness 2.72 (2.70) Reference
Purpose of use: Percentage Percentage
To identify documents on particular topics 72% (187%)
To identify documents on particular projects 44% (697%)
To identify documents by particular individuals 11% (427%)
To identify documents from particular institutions 11% (32%)
To perform comprehensive search of literature 78% (_8%)
To see kinds of new work being ypeported 44% (467%)
IMPACT : .
Were cited documents examined? Yes 16 (89%) Was content of cited
document(s) as expected .
from bibliographic
reference? Yes 83 % No 17 %
NON-READER EVALUATIONS (N=29)
Utility Reasons for not reading:
(N=19)
High Medium  Low ‘
Relevance 48% 287% 247 42 % Could not readily obtain a copy
Po;::;iiiess 21% 45% 34% 21 T Not sufficiently interested
11 % Lack of time
26 ¥ Other

ERIC us 245




(ﬂc oent “—’L—;_Ei . i
SPECIALISTS' FVALUATIONS 15 ¢
QUALTITY
N‘L .\:\‘
Excellent ood Fais Peor . ﬁ . oo
Applicabie] Rusponse
Vicdloe ot oguther ~ ‘
‘.4L.H
Selecstion of | 1 0
content/material ‘ —
Choice of references 1 ! ( }
Inclusion of current . .
material ' ‘
Accuracy 1 1 1
Interpretation i <
e Qrganizayion 1 1 i
Organizafion cft 1 5
resvrdnces -
Format 1 1 1
Writing 1 1 B i 3
UTILITY
Would y recommend to l1le: 87
vy you e ‘ cotledgues Usefulress for Various Purposes
Yes 3 No N v —
It ves:
yes Very Somewhat Net At Nu
Purpose of Use Useful Useful All Useful Response
Obtain overview 2 1
Look up facts 1 1 1
ldentify relevant literature 3
Jdentify individuals or institutions 1 2
Update knowledge 1 2
Obtain new knowledge 1 2
Obtain practical guidance 1 1 1
Othex:

Need for Document of This Type

1 Very great

2 Moderately great

Not at all great

Overall Usefulness of Document

2

it is not unusually useful, but
it 1s worth having available.

Its usefulness is too limited
to justify its publication.

It is a very useful document.
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i Nacyment N 102 Sofence and Mathematios for huh(hﬂdxw: Auv Annoetated 5'{‘}1‘w

graphy, Science Education Information RLPDi{b,_}rdnCia thiSb,
September 1969. (ED 033 259)

NCEC Unit:  Science and Mathematics Dducatfon Clearinghouse
Product Type: Bibliographv Level of Fffort Index: High
Subject Cluster: Instructional Comtent Visibility Iadex: MNedium

GENERAL FIELD SURVEY (x=72)

FAMILIARITY
_7 % Previously ReadsSkimmed 14 % Only Heard About/deen ‘Y %L Not Seen/Read

RECENCY OF READING
{N= 2}
0 % Within past month 60 % Within past 6 menths

0 % Within past 3 months <0 % More thup 6 months age
COMMENTS

NON-READERS:  College Prof: 1 get what I want without looking for it. Unclass: 1

could” have used it. College Prot: other activitics have prevented my 1inding
time, but 1 still intend to use it.

SPECIALISYS' SURVEY (nN=3)

RECENCY OF READING

(N=0)
_ Within past month wWithin past 6 months
____ within past 3 months ~ More than 6 months ago
_ Cannot recall
COMMENTS

o une ul the widest selections i've seen.,  Small sub-division: tor scicnec Citations
useful; yet confusing. VFar more science articles than math

® uescriptions brief and to the polnt. VPerhaps some consideraticn could have been
given to relatiounship between science, math, and other disciplines. Little

rescvarch reported relating to environmenta! «ducation, which commenced around 1967,
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(Document 102 .antinued)

READER EVALUATIONS  (n=
QUALITY
Reference
Mean Reference Mean Percentage Perceatage
Coverage No. of references:
Up-to-dateness About right
Organization Too many
. Format Too few
Textual material
UTILITY
Mean Reference Mean
Relevance
Need
C ti ful
omparative usefulness Reference
Pyrpose of use: Percentage Percentage
To identify decuments on particular topics
To identify documents on particular projects
To identify documents by particular individuals
To identify documents from particular institutiouns
To perform comprehensive search of literature
To see kinds of new work being reported
IMPACT
Were cited documents examined? Yes Was conient of oload
document s} as esneniad
from bibiivgraphlic
reference? Yar % No %
NON-READER EVALUATIONS (N=57)
Uutility Reasors for not reading:
(N=10)
High Medium Low
Relevan.e 63% 23% 14% 30 % Could not readily obtain a copy
Potzn;i?ﬁess 477 39% 127 10 ¥ Not sufficiently interested
buoety 20 % lack of time
30 ¥ Other
. o o f ~
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SPECIALISTS' EVALUATIONS (N=3)

(Document 102 continued)

QUALITY
Not No
Excellent Good Fair Poor applicable| Response
rAChoice of author 2 1
Selection of 1 1 1
‘content/material
Choice of references 1 2
Inclusion of current | 1 2
material
Accuracy 2 1
Interpretation 1 1 1
Organization 1 2
Organization of 1 2
references
Format 1 2
Writing 2 1
UTILITY
Would you recommend to colleagues? Usefulness for Various Purposes
Yes 3 No
If yes: Very Somewhat Not At No
Purpose of Use Useful Useful All Useful| Response
Obtain overview 3
Look up facts 1 2
Identify relevant literature 3
Identify individuals or institutions 1 1 —l»
Update knowledge 1 2
Obtain new knowledge 1 2
Obtain practical guidance 1 2
Other: Source of books for 1
classroom or library

Need for Document of This Type

2 Very great
i Moderately great

Not at all great

Overall Usefulness of Document

2 It is a very useful document.

1 It is not unusually useful, but

it is worth having available.

Its usefulness is too limited
to justify its publicatioen.
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Document No. 103 Documents on Science and Mathematics Education in RIE, Science
and Math Education' Information Report, Special Bibliography
Series 2, Cassandra Balthaser (ed.), August 1970. (ED 045 389)

NCEC Unit: Science and Mathematics Education Clearinghouse

Product Type: Bibliography Level ¢f Effort Index: Low

Subject Cluster: Instructional Content Visibility Index: Medium

GENERAL FIELD SURVEY (N=84)

. FAMILIAKITY
17 % Previously Read/Skimmed 21 % Only Heard About/Seen 62 % Not Seen/Read
RECENCY OF READING

(N=14)
7 7% Within past month 29 % Within past 6 months
21 % Within past 3 months 43 % More than 6 months ago
: COMMENTS

READERS: Researcher: summary annotation or classifications might be useful.
Researcher: disappointed with content references...not worth listing...biblicgraphy
more selective and more help to me.

NON-READER: Sec. Teacher: information was not needed at the time. College Prof:

can get what I want, so far, without reference to the document mentioned. Collegpa

Prof: learned of its existence after was needed. College Prof: as I recall,

the procedure for getting copiles was so complicated that I assumed the required

time would not be worth the result.
v

SPECIALISTS' SURVEY’ (N=3)

RECENCY OF READING

(N=1) -
1 Within past month Within past 6 months
Within past 3 months More than 6 months ago
Cannot recall
COMMENTS

e Very difficult to scbre using this form [questionnaire].
e Very useful to the researcher._ Copy a bit hard to read.

e Topic referencing scheme would be helpful. Documents of this type, to be of
utmost service, should be advertised. :
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(Document 103 continued)

* READER_EVALUATIONS (-

é

! QUALITY
| Reference
k Mean Reference Mean - Percentage Pevcentage
' Coverage No. of references:
| Up-to—-dateness About right
? Organization Too many
, Format Tco few
T Textual material
!
|
§ UTILITY
; Mean Reference Mean
| Relevance
: Need
| Comparative usefulness Reference
|
' Purpose of use: Percentage Percentage
! To identify documents on particular topics
f To identify documents on particular projects
. To identify documents by particular individuals
; To identify documents from particular institutions
‘ To perform comprehensive search of literature
To see kinds of new work being reported
IMPACT
Were cited documents examined? Yes Was content of cited
document (s) as expected
from bibliographic
reference? Yes Z No 4
NON-READER EVALUATIONS (N=52)
Utility Reasons for not reading:
(N=18)
High  Medium Low
Relevance 33% 50% 17% 39 X Could not readily obtain a copy
Po::zziiiess 21% 56% 237 22 % dot sufficiently interested
6 % Lack of time
33 % Other
) -4
2T1
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CPcCIALISTS" EVALUATIONS (N=3)

(Document 103 continued)

QUALITY
Excellent Good Fair Poor Applfgzble Resggnse

Choice of author 2 1
Selection of 1 o 1 1

content/material
Choice of references 1 2
Inclusion of current 1 1 1

material :
Accuracy 1 1 1
Interpretation 3
Organization 1 1 1
Organization of 2 1

references
Format 1 2
Writing 1 2 \

UTILITY
Would you recommend to colleagues? Usefulness for Various Purposes
Yes 3 No _
I1f yes: Very Somewhat Not At No
Purpose of Use Useful Useful All Useful Response
Obtain overview 2 1
Look up facts o 3
Identify relevant literature 3
Identify individuals or institutibns 1 é
Update knowledge 3
Obtain new knowledge 3 .
Obtain practical guidance 3
Other: Facilitate search for 1
related research -

Need for Document of This Type

2

1

Very great

Moderately great

Not at all great

Overall Usefulness of Document

2
1

It is a very useful document.

It is not unusually useful, but
it is worth having available.

Its usefulness is too limited
to justify its publication.
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Document No. 104 Inservice rducation for Teachers of Secondary School Science,
Science ‘Education Information Reports, Science Paper 1, Pat:iicia

‘Blosser, September 1969. (ED 034 912)

NCEC Unit: Science and Mathematics Education Clearinghouse

Product Type: Review Level of Effort Index: Medium

Subject Cluster: Educational Administration and Visibility Index: Medium
Services

GENERAL FIELD SURVEY (N=49)

FAMILIARITY
6 % Previously Read/Skimmed 18 % Only Heard About,Seen 76 % Not Seen/Read
RECENCY OF READING

(N=3)
0 % Within past month 67 % Within past 6 months
33 % Within past 3 months 0 % More than 6 months ago
' COMMENTS

1
I

|

SPECIALISTS' SURVEY (N=3)

RECENCY OF READING

(N=0)
Within past month Within past 6 months
Within past 3 months More tha.. 6 months ago
Cannot recall '
COMMENTS

e Very good report, most welcome addition to science education literaturc.

e TFirst of the ERIC CSE occasional papers - others should be developed in each ERIC.
Concluding recommendations particularly useful. Summaries excellent. Bibliography
should be kept current.
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(Document _ 104 continued)

READER EVALUATIONS (n=

UALITY UTILITY
Reference ' Reference
Mean Mean Mean Mean

Coverage Relevance
Up-to-cdateness Need
Organization Comparative usefulness
Writing Purpose of use:
Format Obtain overview
Discussion Look up facts

Reference Identify individuals

Percentage Percentage

Identify relevant

Length: literature
About right Update knowledge
Too long Obtain new
Too short knowledge

IMPACT

Percentage Reference Percentage

Used to make decisibﬁ
Applied in my work

Used to give advice
Examined other documents
Consulted with author(s) or others

Passed document on tc colleague(s) A

NON-READER EVALUATIONS (N=37)

Utilit ' Reasons for not reading:
(N= 9)
High Medium Low
Relevance 51% 32% 16% __67 % Could not readily obtain a copy
Potential . . 11 % Not sufficiently interested
usefulness 48% 30% 25%
11 % Lack of time
11 %2 Other
(. {"‘
' Q N i *




(Document 104 continued)
PECIALISTS' EVALUATIONS (N=3)

—
QUALITY
Not No
Excellent Good Fair Poor Applicable| Response
hoice of author 2 1
election of 2 1
~content/material
hoice of references 1 2
dclusion of current 3
material
ccuracy 2 1 i
nterpretation 2 ’ 1 A
rganization 2 1
rganization of 2 - .
. references
‘ormat 1 1 1
[ 53
riting 1 1 1 1
UTILITY
ould you recommend to colleagues? Usefulness for Various Purposes
Yes 3 No ‘
I yes: ,
Very Somewhat Not At No e
Purpose of Use Useful Useful All Useful] Response
btain overview 2 1
ook up facts 2 1 )
Jdentify relevant literature 3
dentify individuals or institutions 1 2
odate knowledge 1 2 *
btain new knowledge 1 1 1 ;
‘btain practical guidance 3 ';
‘ther: in info. on emphasis 1 ﬁ
of funding agencies f
» %
, i
reed for Document of This Type Overall Usefulness of Document L%
1 Very great 2 It is a very useful document. Ez?
2 Moderately_great 1 It is not unusually useful, but
N Not at all great it is worth having available.
Its usefulness is too limited
to justify its publication.

v ~—
LW

355



Document No. 105 1Inservice Education for Teachers of Elementary School Science,
Science Education Information Reports, Patricia Blosser,

December 1969. ~ (ED 036 680)

NCEC Unit: Science and Mathematics Education Clearinghouse
Product Type: Review Level of Effort Index: Medium

Subject Cluster: Educational Administration and Visibility Index: Medium
Services

GENERAL FIELD SURVEY (N=32)

FAMILTARITY
13 % Previously Read/Skimmed 28 % Only Heard About/Seen 59 % Not Seen/Read

RECENCY OF READING
(N= 4)
0 % Within past month 25 % Within past 6 months

25 % Within past 3 months M) % More than 6 months ago
COMMENTS

SPECIALISTS' SURVEY (N=3)

RECENCY OF READING

(N=0)
_____ Within past month Within past 6 months
Within past 3 months More than 6 months ago
Cannot recall
COMMENTS

e Content most appropriate and extremely critical [in explaining] success of science
programs at elementary and other levels. Reference list quite strong. NSF-funded
activities could have teen expanded. Technological ramifications for entire area

of inservice activities should have been spelled out in more detail. Use of charts/
illustrations may have reinforced and clarified certain findings.

e Extremely useful for college personnel preparing elementary teachers.
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(Document 105 continued)

READER EVALUATIONS (N=

Coverage
Up-to-dateness
Organization
Writing

Format

Discussion

Percentage

Reference
Mean

Reference
Percentage

Length:
About right
Too long

Too short

UTILITY

Reference
Mean Mean

Relevance

Need

Comparative usefulness

Purpose of use:
Obtain overview
Look up facts
Identify individuals

Identify relevant
literature

Update knowledge

Obtain new
knowledge

IMPACT
Percentage Reference Percentage
Used to make decision
Applied in my work
Used to give advice
Examined other documents
Consulted with author(s) or others
Passed document on to colleague(s)
NON-READER EVALUATIONS (N=19)
utilit Reasons for not reading:
(N=5)
High Med{um Low
Relevance 47% 32% 21% 56 % Could not readily obtain a copy
Posz:::;iess 37% 42% 21% 11 % Not sufficiently interested
0 % Lack of time
22 % Other
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(Document 105 continued)
SPECTALISTS' EVALUATIONS  (N=3)
QUALITY
Not No
Excellent Good Fair Poor Applicable| Response

Choice of author 3
Sz2lection of ? 1 )

content/material
Choice of references 3
Inclusion of current 3

material
Accuracy X 3 .
Interpretation 1 1 1
Organization 2 1 1
Organization of 2 1

references
Format ‘ 2 1
Writing 2 1 )

UTILITY
Would you recommend to colleagues? Usefulness for Various Purposes
Yes 3 No T
It yes: Very Somewhat Not At No
Purpose of Use Useful Useful All Useful Response

Obtain overview 2 1
Look up facts 1 2 .
Identify relevant literagg;e 2 1
Identify individuals or institutio-~s 2 1
Update knowledge i 1 2
Obtain new knowledge Y 1 1 1
Obtain practical guidance 2 1
Other:

Need for Document of This Type

1 Very great

2 Moderately great

Not at all great

Overall Usefulness of Document

2
1

——

It is a very useful document.

It is not unusually useful, but
it 1s worth having available.

Its usefulness is too limited
to justify its publication.

358

"ol
-
e, 4

C1)




Document Ne. 10k A Summary of Research in Science qucnting_fnr the Yoears 19613-60
Elementary School Level, Science Education Information Reports,

-

- John D. Cunningham and pavid P. Butts, January 1970. (ED 040 04)

NCEC Unit: Scicnce and Mathematics Education Clearinghouse

-Product Type: Review Level of Fffort Index: Mediunm
Subject Cluster: Instructional Content Visibilitv Index: Medium

GONERAL FIELD SURVEY (N=18)

FAMILIARITY
6 % Previously Read/Skimmed 17 % Only Heard About/Seen /8 L Not Seen/Read
RECENCY OF READING
(N= 1) .
0 X Within past month U % within past 6 months
0 % within past 3 months 100 % More than 6 months ayo
COMMENTS

AEADERS: Prog., Spec: article really Joes not review research, simply an organized
summary of listings.

SPECIALISTS' SURVEY (N=3)

RECENCY OF READING
(N= Y

Within past month B Within past 6& months

\‘
~ Within past 3 months | More than 6 months age
% cannot recall

COMMENTS

» NARST has had several similar but more detalled abstracts across science
}ducation K-16.

Knowledge of research design weak. Interpretations incomplete. Not a quality
-nalysis of research literature. Good reporters, inadequate at in-depth analvsi..

+ Could have given recommendations tor tuture educational research reporting
srocedures.
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(ogeament 106 continued)

READER EVALUATIONS (N=

Reference
Mean

Coverage
Up-to-dateness
Organization
Writing

Format

Discussion

Percentage

Referencg
Percentage

Length:
About right
Too long

Too shert

UTILITY

Reference
Mean Mean

Relevziice

Need

Compavstive usefulness

Purpose «f use:
Obtai: overview
Look up facts
Identify individuals

Identify relevant
literature

Update knowledge

Obtain new
knowledge

IMPACT
Percentage Reference Percentage
Used to make decision
Applied in my work
Used to give advice
Examined other documents
Consulted with author(s) or others
Passed document on to colleague(s)
NON-READER EVALUATIONS (N=14)
Utility Reasons for not reading:
(N=3)
High Medium  Low
Relevance 29% 43% 29% . _% Could not readily obtain a copy
Poten;iil 149 57% 29% 7 " Not sufficiently interested
useluliness 0 % pack of time
33 2 Other
365 oo
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(Document 1U6 continued)

SPECTALISTS' EVALUATIONS  (N=3)
QUALITY
fvnE‘Z‘*r;»fellent Good Fair Poor Not No
! Applicable| Response
Choice of author - 1 2
Selection of 1 2
content/material
Choice of references 1 ) 2
Inclusion of current 1 2
material
Accuracy 3
Interpretation 1 2
Organization 1 1 1
Organization of 1 9
references _
Format 1 2
Writing 1 1 1
UTILITY
Would you recommend to colleagues? Usefulness for Various Purposes
Yes 3 No
If yes: Very Somewhat Not At No
Purpose of Use Useful Useful All Useful}] Response
Obtain overview 2 1
Look up facts 1 2
Identify relevant literature 3
Identify individuals or imstitutions 2 1
Update knowledge 3
Obtain new knowledge 3
Obtain practical guidance 1 2
Other:
Need for Document of This Type Overall Usefulness of Document
_ 1  Very great 1 It is a very useful document.
__2 Moderately great 2 1t is not unusually useful, but
Not at all great it is worth having available.
Its usefulness is too limited
to justify its publication.
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Document No. 107 A Summary of Research in Science Educétion for the Years 1965-67
Elementary School Level, Research Review Series, Richard Haney,

et al., December 1969, (ED 038 554)

NCEC Unit: Science and Mathematics Education Clearinghouse
Product Type: Review Level of Effort Index: ' Medium

Subject Cluster: Instructional Content‘—;/ Visibility Index: Medium

GENERAL FIELD SURVEY . (N=38)

FAMILIARITY
11 7% Previously Reacd/Skimmed 8 2% Only Heard About/Seen 82 % Not Seen/Read
RECENCY OF READING
0 % Within past month - 25 7% Within past 6 months
25 % Within past 3 months H 50 % More than 6 months ago
COMMENTS

READER: Prog. Spec: necessary for completion of dissertation.

SPECIALISTS' SURVEY (N=3)

RECENCY OF READING

o (N=0)
Within past month ' Within past 6 months
Within past 3 months More than 6 months ago
Cannot recall
'COMMENTS

e One page of cbmmentary"excellent.

e Range of studies reviewed too broad to allow conclusions of value to future
research efforts.

e More attentien could have been given to national curriculum improvement projects.

Illustrations of certain findings would have helped. Recommendations and conclusions
weak. Important considerations (socib—economic backgrounds,; reading and psychomotor
difficulties) omitted. A
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(Document 107 continued)

READER EVALUATIUNS (N=

gg&&;;g UTILITY
Reference Reference
Mean Mean Mean Mean
Coverage Relevance
Up-to-dateness Need
Organization Comparative usefulness
Writing Purpose of use:
Format Obtain overview
Qiscussion Look up facts
Reference Identify individuals
Percentage Percentége Identify relevant
Length: literature
About right Update knowledge
Too long Obtain new
Too short knowledge
. DHpACT
‘ Percentage Reference Percentage
Used to make decision
Applied in my work
Used to give advice ‘
Examined other documents .
Consulted with author(s) or others
Passed document on to colleague(q)
_fg,;
S0 )
N
NON-READER EVALUATIONS (N=31).
Utility Reasons for not reading:
ulgh Medium Low (¥=3)
Relevance 58% 23X 192 _67 X Could not readily obtain a copy
Potential 35% 422 232 33 X Not sufficiently interested
usefulness — _— - 0 ¥ Lack of time
0 X other
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SPECIALISTS' EVALUATIONS (N=3)

(Document 107 continued)

¢

QUALITY
e | > Not No
Excellent Good air ooT Applicable| Response

Choice of author 1 2
Selection of 1 2

content/material
Choice of references 2 1
Inclusion of current 3

material
Accuracy 1 2
Interpretation 1 1 1
Organization 3
Organization of

1 2

references
Format 2 1
Writing 3

UTILITY

Would you recommend to colleagues? Usefulness for Various Purposes

~ Yes _3 No
If yes: Very Somewhat Not At No

Purpose of Use Useful Useful All Useful| Response

Obtain overview 2 1
Look up facts 1 2
Identify relevant literature 2 1 -
Ideﬁzify individuals or institutions 3
Update knowledge 3
Obtain new knowledge 3
Obtain practical guidance '3
Other:

Need for Document of This Type

1
2

Very great
Moderately great

Not at all great

e

Overall Usefulness of Document

2

1

It is a very useful document.

It is not unusually useful, but
it is worth having available.

Its usefulness is too limited
to justify its publication.

————
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" Document No. 108 Programs for Improving Science Instruction in the Elementary
School-Part 1, ESS, Robert Rogers & Alan Voelker, January 1970.

(ED 039 128)

NCEC Unit: Science and Mathematics Education Clearinghouse

Product Type: Review : Level of Effort Index: Medium
Subject Cluster: Instructional Content Visibility Index: High

GENERAL FIELD SURVEY (N=78)

FAMILIARITY
26 % Previously Read/Skimmed 24 % Only Heard About/Seen 50 % Not Seen/Read

RECENCY OF READING
(N=20)
10 % Within past month 15 % Within past 6 months

10 % Within past 3 months 65 X% More than 6 months ago
COMMENTS

READERS: Prog. Spec: used to compare with my own study on same topic...this article
weak on rationale and philosophy of new programs. Principal: we are now using the
SAPA program and I was interested in reading about this ana related programs. Super-
intendent: helped reach decision on selection of science education program. Super-
visor: enabled me to bring other expertise to bear on evaluation of projects con-
sidered for implementation. College Prof: intend to use in book of readings if
permission is granted...such documents are needed on major curriculum prcjects in
areas of math as well as elementary science. Supervisor: too much philosophy, too
little practical information...a better comparison of the program was needed: active
centers, costs, supplies, problems, etc. Prog. Spec: need to add to the ESS and
SCIS reports with one on AAAS. College Prof: a unique view. Supervisor: read
original in "Science and Children." NON-READFYS: Prog. Spec: cost and change
factors. Prog. Spec: am inundated with too mu:h material...this had lower priority.

SPECIALISTS' SURVEY (N=3)

RECENCY OF READING

(N=0Q) . ‘
Within past month Within past 6 months
Within past 3 months More than 6 months ago
Cannot recall
COMMENTS

® Reads like advertisement for a venture some educators do not think is without
limitation...evaluation should have discussed limitations seen in philosophy and

implementation. Would prefer at least one author with a somewhat less positive
view.

e Appears crowded - lacks illustratiomns.

e Too many references. No illustrations. Basically a reporting of claims about
program written by persons closely identified with program.
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(Document 108 continued)

READER EVALUATIONS' (N= 20)

QUALTTY UTILITY
Reference Reference
Mean Mean : Mean Mean
Coverage 2.80 (2.50) Relevance 2.90 (2.72)
Up-to-dateness 3.00 (2.81) Need 2.50 (2.33)
Organization 2.40 (2.31) Comparative usefulness 2.70 (2.58)
Writing 2.75 (2.51) Purpoee of use:
Format 2.70 (2.72) ' Obtain overview 2.80 (2.63)
Discussion 2.50 (2.32) Look up facts - 2.30 (2.20)
Reference Identify individuals 2.03 (2.13)
Percentage Percentage Identify relev